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July 21, 2015 

Nani Jacobson 
Assistant Director, Environmental and Agreements 
Metro Transit – Southwest LRT Project Office 
6465 Wayzata Blvd., Suite 500 
St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

Dear Ms. Jacobson: 

The Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board (MPRB) welcomes this 
opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS) for the Southwest Light Rail Transit (SWLRT) project. 
The MPRB’s comment letter builds upon statements and outcomes noted 
in comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) while 
focusing on the changes to the project noted in the SDEIS. To best 
recognize the MPRB’s earlier comments, members of a Community 
Advisory Committee formed to guide comments on the DEIS were 
assembled to offer insights related to the SDEIS. 

In 1883, the Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board was created by an act 
of the Minnesota State Legislature and a vote of Minneapolis residents. It 
serves as an independently elected, semi-autonomous body responsible 
for governing, maintaining, and developing the Minneapolis park system. 
The MPRB’s mission is as follows: 

The MPRB shall permanently preserve, protect, maintain, improve, and 
enhance its natural resources, park land, and recreational opportunities for 
current and future generations. 

The MPRB exists to provide places and recreation opportunities for all 
people to gather, celebrate, contemplate, and engage in activities that 
promote health, well-being, community, and the environment. 

The MPRB is one of ten regional park implementing agencies. It works 
with the Metropolitan Council to acquire and develop regional parks and 
trails to protect natural resources and provide outdoor recreation for 
public enjoyment in the Metropolitan Area. In 2011, based on 
Metropolitan Council annual use estimates, the regional parks and trails 
that are impacted by the proposed SWLRT alignment received more than 
6 million visits. 

The MPRB is obligated to ensure that parks and trails and the interests of 
current and future park and trail users are not substantially impaired by 
the project. It is within this context that the MPRB makes the comments 
contained in this letter. As stated in the MPRB’s comments on the DEIS, 
there are several overarching messages the MPRB wishes to express 
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regarding the SWLRT project: 

• MPRB remains supportive of light-rail transit. 
• Current development and public use of the corridor within Minneapolis has an open and 

natural character that includes portions of the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park, 
Grand Rounds National Scenic Byway, Kenilworth Regional Trail, Cedar Lake Regional Trail, 

and Cedar Lake Park. Park design in this area focuses on serenity, habitat restoration, 
minimal development, and passive recreation. To retain the area's character the water table 
levels and quality, cultural landscapes, habitat, and open space must be protected and 
preserved. 

• Other parks in or near the corridor include Alcott Triangle, Park Siding Park, and Bryn Mawr 
Meadows. These parks serve more neighborhood use and maintaining existing park settings, 
access, and use are clear priorities of the MPRB. 

• Visual quality and noise are key areas of concern for the MPRB. The introduction of light rail 
transit in combination with freight rail poses the potential for significant disturbance to a 
corridor that, once disturbed, may never regain the "dense regular massing of trees 
bordering the corridor [that] creates a highly memorable element," as noted in the SDEIS. 

• The seamless connections between and among parks and trails is a key attribute of the 
Kenilworth Corridor, one which the MPRB believes should be present in the corridor to at 

least to the extent it is today after introduction of the combination of LRT and freight rail. 
• The perpetuation of freight rai l in the Kenilworth Corridor, which the MPRB believes makes 

that infrastructure a permanent element, is a substantive change from the DEIS, one that 
varies dramatically from a long-held understanding of the use of the corridor and one that 
poses significant safety concerns for trail users and the natural setting and environment of 
the corridor. 

The MPRB believes many of its comments offered as part of its response to the DEIS remain valid 
and should be perpetuated. To that end, we have attached our comments on the DEIS to this 
response to the SDEIS. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the SDEIS for the SWLRT project. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact Michael Schroeder, Assistant Superintendent for 
Planning, at mschroeder@minneapol isparks.org. 

¥J 
Sincerely, 

/4~ .. J 
Liz Wiel inski 
President, M inneapolis Park & Recreation Board 

Attachments: SDEIS Comments (July 21, 2015) 
SDEIS Comments (December 5, 2012) 
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Comments Submitted by the Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board in Response to the Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Southwest Light Rail Transit Project 
July 21, 2015 
 
 
CONTINUATION OF FREIGHT RAIL OPERATIONS IN THE KENILWORTH CORRIDOR 
 
REVIEW 
 
As described in the SDEIS, changes to the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment of the SWLRT project 
would continue freight rail operations in the corridor by co-locating those facilities with the proposed 
LRT infrastructure. This change presents concerns related to the baseline comparison of impacts 
evaluated in the SDEIS. 
 
In a relocation solution, issues related to freight rail operations in the Kenilworth Corridor are 
eliminated. The impacts of LRT on the setting and experience of the corridor can be based solely on the 
introduction of LRT. The baseline for noise is greatly reduced with the elimination of freight rail 
operations in the corridor, the need for expanding the corridor is limited, the existing significant and 
character-defining visual features are largely retained, and concerns for safety can be limited to the 
interactions of corridor users with light rail operations only. 
 

With co-location, the noise of LRT is additive to freight rail, the corridor must be significantly 
expanded by impacting features noted in the SDEIS as definitive of the character of the 
Kenilworth Corridor, safety concerns related to trail access and blockage of trail connections are 
increased, and concerns related to park and trail user safety relative to the potential for spills 
and combustion of conveyed freight becomes significant. In addition, significant disturbance and 
additional construction is required near sensitive environmental and recreational features. 

 
The MPRB is interested in a more direct comparison of impacts related to visual quality, noise, safety, 
and construction using re-location as a baseline. While we understand the solution proposed in SDEIS is 
co-location, we believe the impacts and, importantly, the strategies for mitigation, are best documented 
using parallel comparisons of co-location and relocation. 
 
OUTCOMES 
 
A. A comparison of the effects of co-location based on a solution where freight rail is not present in the 

Kenilworth Corridor. 
 
SDEIS SECTION 3.4.1.3 (CULTURAL RESOURCES) 
 
REVIEW 
 
The Kenilworth Corridor is a resource enjoyed by tens of thousands of visitors each year. While it serves 
as a bicycle commuting route between Minneapolis and southwest suburbs, users are attracted to the 
corridor as a recreation resource based on its location relative to features of the Minneapolis’ Grand 
Rounds and the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park and the unique settings of each. Cultural 
resources are prominent as an attraction and the SDEIS identifies features important to the MPRB and, 
notes adverse effects of the SWLRT project on those features and resources.
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The MPRB offers the following comments relative to Section 3.3.1.3 (Cultural Resources) provided in the 
SDEIS: 
 
1. Table 3.4-4 (Cultural Resources in St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment that would be adversely 

affected under the LPA), Historic Districts, XX-PRK-001, notes impacts to the Grand Rounds from the 
introduction of LRT. The MPRB is keenly interested in preserving the qualities and integrity of the 
Grand Rounds, a resource under its jurisdiction. The MPRB agrees that the project poses the 
potential for adverse impacts, but also notes those impacts cannot be fully understood from 
information presented in the SDEIS. The MPRB anticipates the Metropolitan Council will provide 
information sufficient and comprehensive in nature to understand and evaluate impacts on the 
Grand Rounds, particularly as it relates the visual quality and encroachments of LRT and LRT-
supporting infrastructure, as well as any new freight rail infrastructure, on the setting and viewsheds 
of the Grand Rounds. 
 

2. Table 3.4-4 (Cultural Resources in St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment that would be adversely 
affected under the LPA), Individual Resources, HE-MPC-1822 cites the impacts on the Kenilworth 
Lagoon. The MPRB agrees that passage under the proposed bridges is a significant issue and that the 
introduction of additional bridge deck area poses an impact on the experience of users of the 
Kenilworth Channel (referred to as the Kenilworth Lagoon in the SDEIS). The MPRB, through a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) created between the MPRB and the Metropolitan Council, 
have agreed to cooperate on the design of the bridge crossings of the channel. That process has not 
concluded so comment on the impacts cannot be offered. In the MOU, a process for designing the 
bridges and concepts for their design were framed. The MPRB anticipates the design will be aligned 
with the terms of the MOU. Significantly, the MPRB seeks a solution that encourages passage for 
channel users by reducing or eliminating encroachment of bridge components into the channel as 
the primary method of respecting the historic qualities of the channel. 
 

3. Table 3.4-4 (Cultural Resources in St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment that would not be adversely 
affected under the LPA), Individual Resources, HE-MPC-1833 cites Cedar Lake Parkway as unaffected 
by the project. It notes effects considered include “LRT tunnel portal outside of the parkway” but 
views from the parkway to this portal are part of the experience of the parkway. In fact, views 
demonstrated for the tunnel portal and the necessary fencing (Appendix J, Exhibit J-13) suggest that 
infrastructure is significant to the viewshed from the parkway. In addition, Section 3.4.1.5 (Visual 
Quality and Aesthetics) notes the positive effects of the “dense regular massing of trees bordering 
the corridor creates a highly memorable moment.” That visual feature is, in the view of the MPRB, 
part of the experience of the parkway. As a result, the MPRB disagrees that Cedar Lake Parkway is 
unaffected by the project and recommends it be included with other adversely impacted resources. 

 
OUTCOMES 
 
A. Encroachments of LRT and LRT-supporting infrastructure as well as freight rail and its infrastructure 

are demonstrated for their visual impacts on cultural resources present on MPRB parklands and 
recreation areas and that methods of reducing those visual impacts on the experience of parks and 
trails users is minimized. 
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SDEIS SECTION 3.4.1.4 (SOURCE: MNDOT CRU, 2014.IMPACTS ON PARKLANDS, RECREATION AREAS, 
AND OPEN SPACES) 
 
REVIEW 
 
The Kenilworth Corridor and the North Cedar Lake Trail are maintained or owned and maintained by the 
MPRB as significant regional recreation resources. The introduction of LRT in a co-location scenario is a 
concern for the MRPB particularly from the perspective of impacts on these resources and safety 
concerns resulting from co-location. For the MPRB, the Kenilworth Corridor serves 550,000 users 
annually and the North Cedar Lake Trail serves 414,000 users annually (estimates provided by the 
Metropolitan Council), making these parklands, recreation areas, and open spaces areas of primary 
concern for the MPRB. Because this section deals, in part, with access to those facilities, the MPRB 
believes safety at crossings of LRT and freight rail infrastructure should be addressed. 
 
The MPRB offers the following comments relative to Section 3.4.1.4 (Source: MnDOT CRU, 2014, 
Impacts on Parklands, Recreation Areas, and Open Spaces) provided in the SDEIS: 
 
1. Section 3.4.1.4 (Source: MnDOT CRU 2014.Parklands, Recreation Areas, and Open Spaces) notes 

“there would be no long-term direct impacts from the LPA on parklands, recreation areas, and open 
spaces in the segment.” Co-location poses the potential for safety impacts, which the MPRB 
considers to be a long-term and direct impact on resource users. The presence of freight rail and its 
impacts on safety for users of the Kenilworth Corridor has not been fully addressed in the SDEIS 
from the perspective of any failure of LRT or freight rail infrastructure and the ability to respond to 
an emergency condition. 
 

2. Table 3.4-6 (Parks, Recreation Areas, and Open Spaces in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment) 
notes resources and impacts in this segment of the project.  The MPRB agrees this list is complete 
and accurate based on its understanding of the project as demonstrated through the SDEIS, but 
notes that safety concerns noted in the introduction to this section are not included in the “Types of 
Impacts.” From the perspective of the MPRB, any crossing of LRT or LRT and freight rail that is not 
grade-separated poses an impact on users of the parkland, recreation area, or open space resource. 
In particular, the MPRB is concerned that the combination of LRT and freight rail compromises 
safety for pedestrian and bicycle crossings when those crossings occur at-grade and recommends 
the Metropolitan Council address those crossings in greater detail and for any changes where grade 
separation is eliminated that the Metropolitan Council demonstrate the ways in which an at-grade 
crossing can be made equally safe as the grade-separated crossing. While the SDEIS references 
Appendix G for information related to crossings, the diagrams are too general to understand the 
specific measures to be implemented to maintain a safe crossing for pedestrians and bicyclists of 
LRT or LRT and freight rail. 
 

3. Under Long-Term Direct and Indirect Parklands, Recreation Areas, and Open Spaces Impacts, it is 
noted the “The indirect impacts of the LPA would be in the form of visual, noise, and/or access 
impacts, addressed in greater detail in Sections 3.4.1.5, 3.4.2.3, and 3.4.4.4 of this Supplemental 
Draft EIS.” This section of the SDEIS references the North Cedar Lake Regional Trail and correctly 
notes it is owned and operated by the MPRB. However, Section 3.4.1.5 (Visual Quality and 
Aesthetics) does not fairly or fully address the visual impacts of a bridge crossing of LRT and freight 
rail. The MPRB believes this structure poses the potential for a significant visual impact on the 
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setting of Cedar Lake Park due to its length and height. While the MPRB supports inclusion of the 
bridge to provide safe crossing of LRT and freight rail, its design poses the potential for a significant 
impact on the parkland resource of Cedar Lake Park and on users of the North Cedar Lake Regional 
Trail. 

 
OUTCOMES 
 
A. The corridor design fully addresses potential safety impacts posed by LRT and freight rail in the 

corridor, including accommodation of emergency response in the event of a spill, leak, or 
combustion of any conveyed freight. 
 

B. Fire, police, and emergency medical personnel and equipment are able to access parklands adjacent 
to the corridor and provide response times that meet relevant laws and standards. 

 
 

C. At-grade trail crossings at LRT and freight rail, especially where the trail must cross both facilities in 
the same location, are made equally as safe as a grade-separated crossing. 
 

D. The visual quality of all structures within or visible from parklands are addressed in ways that 
minimize their intrusion upon the natural settings or activity areas 

 
E. The North Cedar Lake Trail bridge crossing LRT and rail infrastructure is designed to minimize its 

visual impact and any adverse impacts to its setting in Cedar Lake Park. 
 
SDEIS SECTION 3.4.1.5 (VISUAL QUALITY AND AESTHETICS) 
 
REVIEW 
 
The Kenilworth Corridor presents a visual quality that is recognized in the SDEIS as “dominated by the 
existing trails themselves and adjacent active freight rail track. The trails and freight rail alignment are 
generally surrounded by overstory and understory deciduous vegetation.” The SDEIS further describes 
the visual quality of the corridor by stating “Dense regular massing of trees bordering the corridor 
creates a highly memorable element.” The MRPB confirms these points as the key visual elements of the 
corridor, both of which are central to the experience of the corridor. It also notes that the SDEIS, in 
general, considers visual quality impacts during a limited portion of the year, but because of the year-
round use of parks and recreation areas addressed in the SDEIS, impacts on visual quality should 
consider “leaf-off” conditions. 
 
The MPRB offers the following comments relative to Section 3.4.1.5 (Visual Quality and Aesthetics) 
provided in the SDEIS: 
 
1. While the process of documenting existing visual character is clear and follows processes to which 

the MPRB agrees, the nature of views as static are contrary to the experience of corridor users. The 
nature of an assessed view should be translated to the experience of a traveler in the corridor; that 
is, instead of a limited number of viewpoints attempting to characterize the visual experience, the 
constantly changing viewpoints of a bicyclist or a pedestrian should be considered. It is from that 
perspective that the “dense regular massing of trees bordering the corridor” becomes important. 
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2. Section 3.4.1.5 (Visual Quality and Aesthetics) indicates that Traction Power Substations (TPSS) will 
be sited in “fully developed areas, including surface parking lots, existing roadway right-of-way, and 
vacant parcels where feasible.” The Kenilworth Corridor, a primary concern of the MPRB, has none 
of these siting opportunities. Because these features should be considered a visual intrusion similar 
to the “addition of the station infrastructure and the overhead equipment required by the LRT,” 
Table 3.4-8 (Anticipated Direct Change and Impact in Visual Quality and Aesthetics from St. Louis 
Park/Minneapolis Segment Viewpoints, Viewpoint 6, Intactness), they should be considered a 
significant factor for the change in visual quality in the corridor. 

 
3. Table 3.4-7 (Existing Visual Quality and Aesthetics by Viewpoint in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis 

Segment) reinforces the roles of the dense massing of trees in forming the vividness and unity of the 
corridor from the perspective of visual quality. It further suggests the viewpoints are generally free 
of visual encroachments. To these points, the MPRB offers its concurrence. 

 
4. Table 3.4-8 (Anticipated Direct Change and Impact in Visual Quality and Aesthetics from St. Louis 

Park/Minneapolis Segment Viewpoints) indicates the primary thresholds for visual character are 
decreased or diminished by the removal of trees to accommodate the transit and freight rail 
improvements and by the introduction of LRT-supporting infrastructure. In essence, the MPRB 
would interpret this to mean the existing visual character—and therefore, the visual experience—is 
denigrated by the proposed changes. From that perspective, and regardless of the formula applied 
to achieve the visual impact ratings, each viewpoint should be considered substantially impacted. In 
addition, this table seems to underestimate the impacts of LRT-supporting infrastructure. In 
demonstrations included in Appendix J, every preliminary rendering with LRT running at grade 
includes LRT-supporting infrastructure that becomes an intrusion upon the visual experience for 
users of the Kenilworth Corridor. 

 
5. Table 3.4-8 (Anticipated Direct Change and Impact in Visual Quality and Aesthetics from St. Louis 

Park/Minneapolis Segment Viewpoints) for Viewpoint 3 describes the view from Cedar Lake 
Parkway toward the tunnel and the channel crossing. The description notes the tunnel portal as a 
part of the view, but the lack of notation regarding the portal suggests that it has no visual impact. 
In fact, the preliminary rendering shown in Exhibit J-13 would suggest the portal has a substantial 
visual impact. Replacing the existing split rail fence with a taller and more expansive fence at the 
portal does not respect the intactness described for this viewpoint in Table 3.407. While the SDEIS 
notes this as a substantial visual impact, the MPRB remains very concerned that mitigation will not 
restore the visual experience currently enjoyed by trail users. 

 
6. Table 3.4-8 (Anticipated Direct Change and Impact in Visual Quality and Aesthetics from St. Louis 

Park/Minneapolis Segment Viewpoints) for Viewpoint 5 indicates the “increased clearance and 
openness under the bridge would create a visual connection between the segments of the lagoon 
north/south of the new bridges.” The MPRB agrees this is a positive change. However, the narrative 
description for Viewpoint 5 suggests “the bridge, as currently conceived, will have an attractive 
design that will become a positive focal point in the view.” From the perspective of the MPRB, this 
set of bridges has the potential of substantially improving the visual experience of the lagoon by 
removing as many piers as possible from the water, thereby reinforcing the lagoon itself as the focal 
point—not the bridge. As the design of the bridges proceeds, the MPRB encourages enhancement of 
the openness of the view, removal of bridge encroachments into the lagoon, and minimizing the 
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visual focus of the new bridges. The narrative description of this viewpoint indicates the impact as 
“Not Substantial,” but this determination is largely dependent on the design of the introduced 
bridges. 

 
7. Table 3.4-8 (Anticipated Direct Change and Impact in Visual Quality and Aesthetics from St. Louis 

Park/Minneapolis Segment Viewpoints) for Viewpoint 6 indicates the same response for Intactness 
and Unity. But more important, the description of the change suggests “the addition of the station 
structures will make a positive contribution to the level of vividness that counterbalances the loss of 
vividness due to vegetation removal.” While a formulaic application of a visual quality assessment 
might allow for the substitution of one factor of visual quality for another, the MPRB suggests the 
introduction of a station cannot be considered a reasonable replacement for the loss of trees, 
especially when the assessment of views for the corridor suggests the dense massing of trees is a 
central feature of the corridor and that two of the three factors evaluating the view indicate the loss 
of trees decreases or reduces the factor (and the third factor cannot be determined from the SDEIS 
because of an apparent typographical error). 

 
8. Section C (Mitigation Measures) indicates mitigation measures will “include landscaping, visual 

treatment and continuity with the elevated light rail structure design, lighting, and signage.” A 
footnote references Section 3.4.1.3, but is suggesting measures of mitigation will be achieved 
through “sensitive design and the incorporation of protective measures” (Table 3.4 (Cultural 
Resources in St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment that would be adversely effected under the LPA), 
Individual Resources, HE-MPC-1822). The MPRB suggests that further definition is required to 
understand how sensitive design and protective measures will replace the “dense regular massing of 
trees bordering the corridor” that is indicated in the SDEIS as creating a “highly memorable 
element.” 

 
9. While this section of the SDEIS addresses key viewpoints of concern to the MPRB, it fails to address 

other significant points of visual quality related to MPRB resources. In particular, this section does 
not address the impacts on visual quality of the proposed grade-separated crossing of LRT and 
freight rail of the North Cedar Lake Regional Trail (an MPRB-owned and operated facility) and Cedar 
Lake Park. In addition, there is no mention of the landing for a bridge extending from Van White 
Memorial Boulevard and its impacts on Bryn Mawr Meadows, parkland under the jurisdiction of the 
MPRB. Finally, Table 3.4-6 (Parks, Recreation Areas, and Open Spaces in the St. Louis 
Park/Minneapolis Segment) notes visual changes as an impact at Park Siding Park, but no mention of 
the visual quality impacts are noted in Section 3.4.1.5. 

 
OUTCOMES 
 
A. The “dense regular massing of trees bordering the corridor” remains a defining element of the 

corridor. 
 
B. Assessments of visual quality address “leaf-off” conditions in recognition of the year-round use of 

the Kenilworth Corridor and MPRB parks and recreation areas. 
 
C. LRT-supporting infrastructure, including features not addressed or not fully addressed in the Visual 

Quality and Aesthetics section such as traction power substations and the LRT tunnel portal, is 
designed in ways that minimize visual impacts upon trail users. 
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D. The experience of Kenilworth Channel users is orchestrated to maintain focus on the channel as the 

primary feature, with bridges that remain background elements for channel users. 
 
E. Stations, while significant structures in the setting of the Kenilworth Corridor, are not substitutes for 

the visual quality of the existing natural setting. 
 
F. Visual impacts to all parklands are addressed through a process that emphasizes the quality of the 

visual experience with the natural setting as the dominant feature. 
 
SDEIS SECTION 3.4.2 (ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS) 
 
REVIEW 
 
The physical location of the Kenilworth Corridor is important to the MPRB not only as a recreation 
resource, but because of its geographic context among several lakes of the Chain of Lakes Regional Park. 
Instances of environmental degradation related to the introduction of LRT are of primary concern 
because of the proximity of the natural features along the corridor. Still, the corridor is an important 
recreation feature, offering a route for pedestrians and bicyclists totaling more than 550,000 visits per 
year. The introduction of LRT alongside freight rail poses changes related to safety and connectivity that 
are a paramount concern for the MPRB. 
 
The MPRB offers the following comments relative to Section 3.4.2 (Environmental Effects) provided in 
the SDEIS: 
 
1. Section 3.4.2.1 (Geology and Groundwater) notes “there is the potential for long-term pumping of 

surface water from the tunnel portals (predominantly stormwater) that collects inside and at the 
lowest point of the tunnel portals and is routed to underground infiltration chambers.” This section 
notes further “As described in the Draft EIS, in areas of high groundwater elevations and granular 
soils, there is an increased potential for groundwater contamination as a result of previous 
hazardous and contaminated materials spills.” In a description of the effects of the tunnel on lake 
levels, the SDEIS indicates “Groundwater and lake levels in the area surrounding Cedar Lake, Lake of 
the Isles, and Lake Calhoun are very similar, with little change in elevation across the system” and 
“there is little or no groundwater gradient among the lakes; groundwater does not ‘flow’ from one 
water body to another.” During the MPRB’s study of alternative crossing of the Kenilworth Channel, 
consultant reports suggest there is a directional movement of groundwater in this area, with a 
general direction along the alignment of the LRT corridor. The MPRB notes these statements as 
inconclusive relative to the potential for contamination and adverse impacts on the lakes. That 
construction activities could increase the potential for groundwater contamination, that 
groundwater (now potentially contaminated) would be collected upon entering portion of the 
tunnel and then infiltrated using underground chambers, and that there is evidence the 
groundwater system in this area is connected (regardless of flow), suggests a risk for groundwater 
contamination from the presence of the tunnel that needs to be addressed. 

 
The SDEIS focuses on the potential impacts of groundwater contamination resulting from LRT 
operations and suggests “The potential to contaminate groundwater from operation of the light rail 
system would be low, because the trains would be electric and, generally, no activities that generate 
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pollutants would occur in this area.” Notwithstanding the MPRB’s comments above related to 
groundwater, the SDEIS does not address the potential for contamination of groundwater from the 
operations of freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor. Because co-location is the basis of the SDEIS 
and because the LPA makes freight rail a permanent component of the corridor, the potential for 
groundwater contamination from freight rail operations should be addressed. 
 

2. Section 3.4.2.1 (Geology and Groundwater), part C (Mitigation) addresses a groundwater 
management plan to be prepared as part of the project and that it would address “collection, 
storage, and disposal of surface water runoff from the light rail track systems, stations, and other 
infrastructure developed as part of the project.” Because the LPA is based on co-location with 
freight rail becoming a permanent component of the corridor, freight rail is part of the “other 
infrastructure developed as part of the project” and should be addressed in the groundwater 
management plan. 

 
3. Section 3.4.2.2 (Water Resources: Wetlands, Floodplains, Public Waters, and Stormwater 

Management, Part B. Potential Water Resource Impact, Public Waters and Stormwater 
Management) indicates that “runoff from newly poured concrete surfaces can have high alkalinity, 
often above pH 9, which can result in degraded water quality and can affect fish.” This section 
further states “The concrete used for this project would take several months to cure enough so that 
the pH of exposed surfaces decreased to acceptable levels. Stormwater runoff would be tested, and 
if excessive levels of pH or turbidity are found, the runoff would be treated before it is released to 
storm sewers or a receiving water body.” From the perspective of the MPRB, “acceptable levels” 
would be at least the same as those levels found prior to the construction of the improvements. In 
addition, when the receiving water bodies include those under the jurisdiction of the MPRB or are 
related to its park resources, the MPRB would urge the Metropolitan Council to treat any runoff 
from those surfaces that might degrade water quality or affect fish, and to not rely upon finding 
excessive levels of pH or turbidity (at which point, the MPRB assumes, some stormwater runoff 
would have already entered receiving water bodies). 

 
In addition, the SDEIS fails to address the potential impacts to water resources from a spill or leak of 
conveyed freight in the Kenilworth Corridor. Because the LPA makes freight rail a permanent 
component of the corridor, the potential impacts should be recognized and addressed as a part of 
the SDEIS. 
 

4. Section 3.4.2.3 (Noise), A. Existing Conditions indicates that east of West Lake Station and the 
Kenilworth Lagoon “Currently, the dominant noise source in the segment is existing freight rail 
traffic.” The nature of the park setting suggests that this noise level not be exceeded by the 
combination of LRT and freight rail in the corridor. In fact, and as noted at the beginning of these 
comments, the MPRB believes a more fair demonstration of impacts would be achieved by 
indicating a comparison to a re-location solution where the impacts of noise from freight rail would 
be eliminated from the corridor. 

 
5. Section 3.4.2.3 (Noise), B. Potential Noise Impacts, Long-Term Direct and Indirect Noise Impacts 

indicates that “The presence of the proposed tunnel in the Kenilworth Corridor eliminates almost all 
noise impacts relative to an at-grade LRT system within the same segment of the corridor,” yet it 
fails to identify what noise impacts remain. The MPRB desires clarity on those impacts that remain 
after “almost all” have been eliminated so that it can better understand the mitigation that might be 
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proposed. Table 3.4-12 (Summary of Noise Impacts for Category 1 and Category 3 Land Use – St. 
Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment) summarizes impacts of noise on the Kenilworth Channel and 
Kenilworth Lagoon Bank. A MOU between the MPRB and the Metropolitan Council addresses 
concerns related to noise at the Kenilworth Channel crossing and suggests that a design for the 
bridges would “incorporate strategies or features in the design of a bridge that respond to findings 
of MPRB’s study of channel crossing concepts.” The MOU indicates “The MPRB undertook a study of 
the channel crossing and determined visual quality and noise as the MPRB’s highest priorities for 
consideration in the design of the bridge.” Notwithstanding the statements of this section, the 
MPRB expects the Metropolitan Council will maintain adherence to the MOU and determine 
methods of reducing noise impacts in the area of the Kenilworth Channel and Kenilworth Lagoon 
Bank regardless of the type and number of impacts indicated in the SDEIS because, as is noted in this 
section of the SDEIS, “quietude is essential feature of the park.” 

 
6. Section 3.4.2.4 (Vibration), C. Mitigation Measures indicates mitigation for vibration impacts will be 

incorporated in a vibration mitigation plan. For the MPRB, vibration impacts at the Kenilworth 
Channel bridges remain a concern. Preliminary design directions for the bridges suggest the 
potential for a trail bridge separated from an LRT bridge. The MPRB believes this is significant in 
reducing vibration impacts for trail users, even as we understand that vibration for outdoor 
receptors are not a consideration. 

 
7. Section 3.4.2.5 (Hazardous and Contaminated Materials) indicates the design of the tunnel would 

include measures that would, “In the unlikely event of a spill of hazardous or contaminated 
materials in the tunnel… prevent infiltration of groundwater through the tunnel bottom and allow 
contaminated materials to be collected… and not released into the groundwater.” While these 
measures for unlikely events are appreciated, the MPRB remains concerned about the potential for 
construction activities to change conditions and allow contaminated materials to move toward lakes 
or other water bodies. 

 
8. Section 3.4.4.5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian) describes the impacts of the LPA on bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities, many of which are under the jurisdiction of the MPRB in this segment of the corridor. The 
MPRB desires further information on the safe crossing of LRT and freight proposed in the area of the 
21st Street Station due to its proximity to East Cedar Beach. The combination of rail crossings at this 
location poses concerns for pedestrian and bicycle access, in particular resulting from those users 
becoming suddenly and temporarily “trapped” between rail crossings. Recent discussions of the 
Metropolitan Council related to cost reductions suggest elimination of the North Cedar Lake Trail 
Bridge which would present the same concerns to the MPRB. Crossings for pedestrians in the area of 
the West Lake Street Station are also concerns for the MPRB, in part because of the attraction of 
Lake Calhoun and desires for movement to the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park. This 
section notes Appendix G offers a conceptual design of improvements but the diagrams are too 
general to understand the ways in which pedestrian and bicycle safety will be provided. 

 
9. Section 3.4.4.5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian) describes impacts related to LRT for pedestrians and 

bicyclists, but the significant change presented in the SDEIS is the presence of freight rail in the 
Kenilworth Corridor. The MPRB believes freight rail can be a safety concern for trail users and it 
should be addressed in a Final Environmental Impact Statement. Further, other portions of the 
SDEIS describe the potential for blockage of local roadways by freight trains, but the SDEIS does not 
describe the potential for blockage of trail intersections. In particular, if the proposed North Cedar 
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Lake Trail bridge is eliminated as a cost saving measure, an FEIS must address the blockage of the 
intersection of the North Cedar Lake Trail and address any safety concerns for trail users resulting 
from such a blockage. In addition, the MPRB is concerned about potential blockage by freight rail at 
West 21st Street, not only from the perspective of access to East Cedar Beach by park users but 
recognizing the need to maintain access to the beach for emergency vehicles. 

 
10. Section 3.4 does not address the impacts on wildlife and wildlife migration in the Kenilworth 

Corridor or Cedar Lake Park. These are significantly large natural and habitat areas and the impacts 
of LRT and freight rail infrastructure, particularly fencing and walls, should be addressed by the 
project. 

 
OUTCOMES 
 
A. Any permanent dewatering methodologies applied to the corridor protect water table levels and 

quality, and habitat within the parklands that is dependent on those water levels. 
 
B. The groundwater management plan addresses impacts of all rail infrastructure, not just new LRT 

infrastructure. 
 
C. When dealing with construction impacts to water bodies within or near parklands, best practices are 

implemented as a baseline for project activities, not as a response to discovered excessive pH or 
turbidity levels. 

 
D. Noise and vibration impacts are minimized for park and trail users and maintained at levels not 

greater than the extant condition. 
 
E. Because co-location makes freight rail a permanent condition in the corridor, comparisons are made 

to conditions that do not use freight rail as a baseline to ensure proper mitigation is included as part 
of the project. 

 
F. Bridge crossings of the Kenilworth Channel are achieved with a separated trail structure to ensure 

vibrations from rail are not translated through the structures to pedestrians or bicyclists. 
 
G. Technologies are incorporated that reduce track noise and vibration. 
 
H. Potential contamination, spills, and leaks from freight rail operations will not impact the natural 

features or environmentally sensitive elements of the corridor, and the potential for combustion of 
conveyed freight is addressed with considerations of impacts on park and trail users and emergency 
response requirements. 

 
I. Fire, police, and emergency medical personnel and equipment are able to access parklands adjacent 

to the corridor and provide response times that meet relevant laws and standards. 
 
J. The potential for construction activities to change conditions and allow contaminated materials to 

move toward lakes or other water bodies is addressed as a core component of the implementation 
plan. 
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K. Bicycle and pedestrian intersections with LRT and freight rail infrastructure if required to be at-grade 
are developed in ways that are equal in safety to grade separated crossings. 

 
L. Trail crossings of rail infrastructure does not create blockage for trail users except when trains are 

passing (in motion through) the crossing. 
 
M. The trail design meets the needs of current and projected users. 
 
N. All trail connections are maintained or improved. 
 
SDEIS SECTION 3.5 (DRAFT SECTION 4(F) IMPACTS) 
 
REVIEW 
 
The MPRB provided information to the Metropolitan Council related to its park properties along and 
near the SWLRT corridor. The MPRB agrees that the list of properties included in the SDEIS is complete 
and correct. 
 
The MPRB offers the following comments relative to Section 3.5 (Draft Section 4(f) Impacts) provided in 
the SDEIS: 
 
1. Table 3.5-2 (Summary of FTA’s Preliminary Section 4(f) Property Use Determinations) lists and 

describes the impacts of SWLRT on MPRB park properties. The MPRB agrees with the 
determinations provided the comments of this section are recognized and addressed by the project. 

 
2. Section 3.5.1.4 (Section 4(f) Use Definitions and Requirements), A. Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation 

indicates “de minimus use is described below in Section 3.5.1.6.” The SDEIS published by the 
Metropolitan Council does not include this section. 

 
3. Section 3.5.4.1 (Publicly Owned Parks and Recreation Areas), I. Park Siding Park – Preliminary No 

Section 4(f) Use Determination, Preliminary Determination of Temporary Section 4(f) Use indicates 
that 0.016 acre of the park would be used to construct and remove a temporary trail detour as a 
result of the SWLRT project. It has been discussed that changes made necessary by the SWLRT 
tunnel will result in the need to reconstruct a portion of sanitary sewer in the area of Cedar Lake 
Parkway, a part of which will impact Park Siding Park. The FEIS should identify this need, if in fact the 
park is required for this construction activity. 

 
4. Section 3.5.4.1 (Publicly Owned Parks and Recreation Areas), J. Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon (as an 

element of the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park) – Preliminary De Minimis Determination, 
Preliminary Determination of Permanent Section 4(f) Use: Section 4(f) de minimis Use indicates the 
channel “would not be adversely impacted under the LPA and the horizontal clearances between 
the banks and the new piers [of bridges supporting the trail, LRT, and freight rail] would be of 
sufficient width to accommodate recreational activities that occur within the channel/lagoon.” The 
MPRB has been active in the design of bridges and understands it is possible to span the channel for 
the purposes of the trail crossing with no piers extending into the water and that it may be possible 
to span the channel for the purposes of the LRT crossing with no piers extending into the water. The 
MPRB considers this possibility to be a positive feature of a proposed bridge as it maximizes the 
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open water available in the channel for recreation use. However, the bridge decks are more 
expansive than in the extant trail/freight rail bridge causing concerns for the amount of snow that 
might be collected on the channel under the bridge. Winter activities, including cross-country skiing 
are important features of this part of the park and must be considered as a part of the crossing. 

 
5. Section 3.5.4.1 (Publicly Owned Parks and Recreation Areas), J. Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon (as an 

element of the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park) – Preliminary De Minimis Determination, 
Preliminary Determination of Permanent Section 4(f) Use: Section 4(f) Use indicates the new bridge 
crossings of the Kenilworth Channel “would have an attractive design that would become a positive 
focal point in the view.” In the visual quality assessment, this view change is indicated to be Not 
Substantial, but in fact views of the bridges should be of secondary importance when compared to 
the channel—the historic resource. 

 
6. Section 3.5.4.1 (Publicly Owned Parks and Recreation Areas), J. Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon (as an 

element of the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park) – Preliminary De Minimis Determination, 
Preliminary Determination of Permanent Section 4(f) Use: Section 4(f) de minimis Use indicates the 
areas of the Kenilworth Channel would be moderately impacted by noise. The MPRB, through an 
MOU with the Metropolitan Council, has identified noise generated by LRT to be a primary concern 
and one that will be addressed as a part of the bridge design process. 

 
7. Section 3.5.4.1 (Publicly Owned Parks and Recreation Areas), K. Cedar Lake Park – Preliminary De 

Minimis Determination, Preliminary Determination of Permanent Section 4(f) Use: Section 4(f) de 
minimis Use, Cedar Lake Junction indicates the realignment of an existing trail to create a grade-
separated crossing of LRT and freight rail. Because of the intensity of trail use, managing crossings 
for pedestrian and bicyclist safety remains a primary concern for the MPRB. In addition, the MPRB 
recognizes this crossing, due to its height and length, would permanently alter the setting in the 
north portion of Cedar Lake Park. The design of the bridge should, in the opinion of the MPRB, find 
ways to minimize its visual impact on trail and park users. In the SDEIS, this bridge was not 
addressed in the section related to Visual Quality and Aesthetics. 

 
8. Section 3.5.4.1 (Publicly Owned Parks and Recreation Areas), L. Bryn Mawr Meadows Park – 

Preliminary De Minimis Determination, Preliminary Determination of Permanent Section 4(f) Use 
indicates a bridge and a new elevated section of the Luce Line Trail would be constructed in a 
portion of the park and trails connecting to this bridge would be reconstructed in a portion of the 
park. While the MPRB is supportive of the demonstrated alignment, the presence of the bridge in 
the park setting is significant. In the SDEIS, this bridge was not addressed in the section related to 
Visual Quality and Aesthetics. 

 
OUTCOMES 
 
A. Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park and adjoining parkland remains a quiet, tranquil, and 

natural park destination.  
 
B. The area between Lake Street and I-394 is naturally beautiful and serene. 
 
C. Bike and pedestrian trails remain with the same or better design quality and width as current trails; 

these include those that run along and across the corridor, as well as access trails. 
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D. The trail design meets the needs of current and projected users. 
 
E. All trail connections are maintained or improved. 
 

F. At all points along the corridor, and especially at the narrowest locations, sufficient space remains 
for trails, trail users, and year-round maintenance vehicles and crews. 

 
G. Trail crossings of LRT and freight rail are safe and logical, and do not present unnecessary delays for 

trail or park users. 
 
H. The combination of LRT and freight rail does not impact the safety of park, trail or beach users.   
 
I. Fire, police, and emergency medical personnel and equipment are able to access parklands adjacent 

to the corridor and provide response times that meet relevant laws and standards. 
 
J. Structures introduced to parklands to support LRT or accommodate its presence or to support 

freight rail are designed to allow the park setting to remain the prominent feature of the park or 
recreation use. 

 
K. Recreation activities currently available in the Kenilworth Corridor and MPRB parks are equal to or 

better upon completion of the SWLRT project as those that exist. 
 
L. Park or recreation features are restored upon completion of temporary construction activities to 

match as closely as possible the extant conditions. 

 



Lake Calhoun Cedar Lake  

Lake of the Isles  

Lake of the Isles  
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Transmittal Letter 

December 5, 2012 
 
 
Hennepin County 
Housing, Community Works & Transit 
ATTN: Southwest Transitway   
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 
 
Re: Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board Comments on the Southwest 
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Project Manager: 
 
The Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB) welcomes this opportunity 
to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Southwest Transitway (LRT) project. In collaboration with its appointed 
Community Advisory Committee, the MPRB prepared the following comment 
letter for Segment A of the Locally Preferred Alignment (LPA) for the project. It 
contains the MPRB’s desired outcomes for the project relative to historical, 
cultural, visual, recreational, social, environmental, and safety impacts on the 
park and recreation resources it owns, manages, or maintains.  
 
In 1883, the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board was created by an act of 
the Minnesota State Legislature and a vote of Minneapolis residents. It serves as 
an independently elected, semi-autonomous body responsible for governing, 
maintaining, and developing the Minneapolis park system. The MPRB’s mission 
is as follows:  
 

The MPRB shall permanently preserve, protect, maintain, improve, and 
enhance its natural resources, park land, and recreational opportunities 
for current and future generations.  
 
The MPRB exists to provide places and recreation opportunities for all 
people to gather, celebrate, contemplate, and engage in activities that 
promote health, well-being, community, and the environment. 

 
The MPRB is also one of 10 regional park implementing agencies. It works with 
the Metropolitan Council to acquire and develop regional parks and trails to 
protect natural resources and provide outdoor recreation for public enjoyment 
in the Metropolitan Area. In 2011, based on Metropolitan Council annual use 
estimates, the regional parks and trails that are impacted by this alignment 
received over 6 million visits.  



The MPRB is obligated to ensure that parks and trails and the interests of current and future park and trail
users are not substantially impaired by the project. It is within this context that the MPRB makes the
comments contained in this letter. There are several overarching messages the MPRB wishes to express
regarding the Southwest Transitway:
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• MPRB, in general, is supportive of light rail transit.

• Current development and public use of the corridor within Minneapolis has an open and natural
character that includes portions of the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park, Grand Rounds
National Scenic Byway, Kenilworth Regional Trail, and Cedar Lake Regional Trail. Park design in this area
focuses on serenity, habitat restoration, minimal development, and passive recreation. To retain the
area’s character the water table levels and quality, cultural landscapes, habitat, and open space must be
protected and preserved.

• Several topics of keen interest to the MPRB, including noise, vibration, and visual impacts, are noted in
the DEIS as requiring further analysis during preliminary engineering. To monitor and protect the parks,
trails, and recreation areas of this project that are within its jurisdiction, the MPRB expects to have a
central role in the design of Segment A.

• MPRB does not support the co location alternative.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the LRT. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact Jennifer Ringold, Manager of Public Engagement and Citywide Planning, at 612 230 6464 or
jringold@minneapolisparks.org.

Sincerely,

John Erwin
President, Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board
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Introduction 
The Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB), a semi-autonomous government agency, was established 
in 1883 by the Minnesota State Legislature. It owns, operates, or maintains park land within the cities of 
Minneapolis, Golden Valley, Richfield, Robbinsdale, Saint Louis Park, and Saint Anthony. The MPRB is also one of 
10 regional park implementing agencies that works with the Metropolitan Council to acquire and develop parks 
and trails to protect natural resources and provide outdoor recreation for public enjoyment in the Metropolitan 
Area.  
 
In 2013, the MPRB will celebrate 130 years of providing outstanding park and recreation services to residents 
and visitors of Minneapolis. In citywide surveys, residents often remark that the Minneapolis park system is 
essential to their quality of life and to the identity of the city. Founders of the system, such as H. W. S. Cleveland 
and Theodore Wirth, understood the role parks play in a healthy, livable, and balanced city. They made 
preserving land for future generations a priority. Their success shaped the character of Minneapolis and 
continues to improve people’s lives. 
 
Segment A of the Locally Preferred Alterative (LPA) of the Southwest Transitway (LRT) and its station areas 
include, cross, and are adjacent to neighborhood and regional parks and regional trails that are owned or 
maintained by the MPRB. These include the following (see map below):  
 

≠ Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park  
o Cedar Lake Park 
o Cedar Lake 
o Kenilworth Channel 
o Lake of the Isles 
o Lake Calhoun 
o Cedar Lake Parkway and Trails (bicycle and pedestrian) 
o Dean Parkway and Trails 

≠ Grand Rounds National Scenic Byway 
≠ Kenilworth Regional Trail (bicycle and pedestrian) 
≠ Cedar Lake Regional Trail (bicycle and pedestrian) 
≠ Park Siding Park  

 
With its extensive land holdings and maintenance responsibilities, the MPRB is obligated to identify the 
historical, cultural, visual, recreational, social, environmental, and safety issues and impacts related to Segment 
A of the LPA and ensure that these parks, trails, and the current and future interests of park and trail users are 
protected.  

MPRB Community Advisory Committee 
On 1 September 2010, the MPRB approved the following charge for the appointed Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC):  
 

Prepare recommendations to the Board on the contents of a formal Comment Letter 
in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Southwest 
Light Rail Transit Alternative 3A. The recommendations of the CAC shall focus on 
desired outcomes relative to historical, cultural, visual, recreational, social, 
environmental, and safety issues as they relate to lands owned or managed by the 
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board. 



Appointers and CAC members are below:  
 

Appointing Person or Group Appointee  
Board President John Erwin Scott Neiman, Chair 
MPRB Commissioner Anita Tabb, District 4 Eric Sjoding 
MPRB Commissioner Brad Bourn, District 6 Kendal Killian 
MPRB Commissioner Annie Young, At-large Caitlin Compton 
MPRB Commissioner Bob Fine, At-large Matt Perry 
Bryn Mawr Neighborhood Association Barry Schade 
Cedar-Isles-Dean Neighborhood Association John Erickson 
Cedar Lake Park Association Brian Willette 
Kenwood Isles Area Association Jeanette Colby 
Lowry Hill Neighborhood Association George Puzak 
West Calhoun Neighborhood Council Meg Forney 
Harrison Neighborhood Association Maren McDonell 
Hennepin County Commissioner Dorfman Tim Springer 
Council Member Goodman – Ward 7 Neil Trembley 
Council Member Tuthill – Ward 1 D'Ann Topoluk 
Council Member Hodges – Ward 13  Ben Hecker 
Council Member Samuels – Ward 5 Vicki Moore 
Mayor of Minneapolis  R.T. Rybak Jerry Van Amerongen 

 
Supported by MPRB staff lead Jennifer Ringold and consultant Anne Carroll (Carroll, Franck & Associates), the 
CAC began meeting in September 2010, suspended work for most of 2011 with the DEIS delays, and scheduled 
their 2012 meetings to coincide with the anticipated DEIS release. Working from comprehensive background 
information and their own knowledge and community connections, the CAC generated an increasingly detailed 
set of issues and preferred MPRB outcomes. Once the DEIS was released in October 2012, the CAC created a 
“crosswalk” connecting DEIS contents with their issues and outcomes, which was then converted to this 
Comment Letter. This final version of the Comment Letter was formally approved by the MPRB Board on 
December 5, 2012.  

Comment Letter Structure 
Beginning with the entire corridor, the content of this comment letter is organized by location from north to 
south as shown in the Table of Contents and on the map below.  
 
The first section presents MPRB’s adopted opposition to the co-location alternative. The remaining sections 
focus on the locations where the MPRB has an interest in the design and implementation of the LRT project, 
they include the following subsections: 
≠ Location and Description: This describes the location and why it was selected by the MPRB for DEIS 

comments. 
≠ Issues: The issue and why it is important at the particular location is described. For each issue, the MPRB 

then provides one or more of the following: 
≠ Outcomes: Critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and 

preliminary engineering. 
≠ Statements: MPRB’s adopted positions on critical issues or processes that must be resolved, reconciled, 

reevaluated, or otherwise included in near-term design work and decision-making. 
≠ Corrections: Identified errors in the DEIS that must be corrected for the FEIS and subsequent work.  

 
Images are courtesy of MPRB unless otherwise noted; specifically, most aerials and maps are from Google and 
current to 2012, and are cited.  
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Corridor and Comment Location Map 
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Co-Location Alternative 
According to the Section 4(f) review of the co-location alternative in the DEIS, this alternative will result in 
permanent loss of park land and impairment to MPRB properties and uses.  
 
Below is the statement that the MPRB has adopted regarding co-location.  
 
Statement: The MPRB opposes the co-location alternative and supports the co-location findings presented in 
the DEIS regarding Section 4(f) and Section 106 impacts to lands owned or maintained by the MPRB. Based on a 
review of the documents, the permanent loss of park lands, impacts to regional trail functionality and capacity, 
and harm to the Grand Rounds Historic District (eligible for the National Register of Historic Places) cannot be 
mitigated within the corridor.  
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1 Entire Corridor 

1.1 Location and Description 
This section includes issues and outcomes that apply to all or most of the corridor. The sections that follow this 
focus on issues and outcomes that are specific to certain locations. See map above.  

1.2 Issue: Section 4(f) analysis 
A primary concern for the MPRB is protecting park land and recreational opportunities within and adjacent to 
the corridor for current and future generations. Chapter 7 of the DEIS contains the Section 4(f) evaluation of the 
project. It identifies potential permanent use, temporary use, and constructive use of park land for the project.  
For Segment A of the LPA it shows that 0.016 acres may be a potential temporary use and does not identify any 
potential permanent or constructive uses. 

Permanent and Temporary use: Within an 
urban setting continuous park land and 
linear corridors are critical to habitat 
management and connectivity for park 
users. According to the Appendix F LRT 
Alternative Segment Plan and Profile STA: 
972+00 -1023+00 preliminary concepts for 
the area near 21st Street, additional park 
land may be needed to accommodate the 
westernmost LRT track. The analysis of 
park lands that are covered by Section 4(f) 
regulations in the DEIS does not account 
for this land.  
 
Constructive use: The DEIS articulates (7.1) that “use” of a Section 4(f) resource occurs when, among other 
things, “There is no permanent incorporation of land, but the proximity of a transportation facility results in 
impacts so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for protection 
under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired (e.g., ‘constructive use’).” Based on this definition, the MPRB 
anticipates that park land and park users may experience long-term impacts of the LRT due to noise, vibration, 
visual impacts, and safety. Park lands that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places are considered 
especially vulnerable to these impacts. Depending on final design, these impacts may be so severe that they 
would constitute a constructive use of protected properties under Section 4(f) regulations.  

Below are the critical statements and outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS 
and preliminary engineering.  

1.2.1 Statement: Park lands near 21st Street that are shown as being used for the LRT track in the conceptual 
designs must be reevaluated under Section 4(f) to identify all permanent and temporary uses. 

1.2.2 Statement: As the design progresses, park lands must be evaluated under Section 4(f) to identify all 
permanent and temporary uses. 

1.2.3 Statement: As the design progresses, park lands must be reevaluated under Section 4(f) to determine 
whether there are constructive uses of park land due to long-term noise, vibration, and visual impacts.  

1.2.4 Statement: As the design progresses, park lands must be reevaluated under Section 4(f) to determine 
whether there are constructive uses of park land due to long-term impacts on parks that are considered 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

DEIS Appendix F, Segment A sheet 3
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1.2.5 Outcome: Park land along the corridor is preserved in the same or better condition.  

1.2.6 Outcome: Park property is not used permanently as part of LRT development. 

1.3 Issue: Design character  
Aside from Park Siding Park, the park land the MPRB owns, 
manages, and maintains adjacent to the corridor is classified as a 
regional park. A regional park according to the Metropolitan 
Council’s 2030 Regional Parks Policy Plan is “area of natural or 
ornamental quality for nature-oriented outdoor recreation such as 
picnicking, boating, fishing, swimming, camping, and trail uses.” 
Park Siding is considered a neighborhood park by the MPRB which 
means it is a block or less in size and provides basic facilities within 
a neighborhood. 
 
The MPRB recognizes that current development and public use of 
the corridor within Minneapolis from the St. Louis Park boundary to 
the Penn Station has an open and natural area character that 
includes portions of the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park. 
Portions of this area are within the Grand Rounds Historic District 
that is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and are 
included within an Important Bird Area as designated by the 
National Audubon Society. Park design in this area focuses on 
serenity, habitat restoration, minimal development, and passive 
recreation. Minimizing impacts to water table levels and quality, 
cultural landscapes, habitat and open space will be critical to 
retaining this area’s character. LRT and station area design that is 
sensitive to these issues is essential to protect the activities, 
features, and attributes of the park land in this corridor. 
 
The DEIS makes several references to this issue, including the following:  
≠ 4.1.3.6 Groundwater Sensitivity, page 4-19: Several areas in the study area lie within zones of very high 

sensitivity to pollution of the water table system…Portions of the land between Cedar Lake and Lake of the 
Isles….  

≠ 4.1.4.2 Groundwater, page 4-21: The Build Alternatives may have long-term impacts on groundwater if a 
permanent water removal system (dewatering) is required. Permanent water removal is anticipated where 
the cut extends below the water table. There is a probable need for permanent water removal at one cut on 
both Segment 1 and Segment 3, and possible needs on Segment A and at a second cut along Segment 3, 
because of shallow groundwater. Evaluations and associated impacts of permanent water removal at the 
major excavations are summarized in Appendix H. 

≠ 4.3.3.1 Riparian Habitat Areas, page 4-50: The LRT 3A (LPA) passes over several riparian areas that are 
associated with Purgatory Creek, South Fork Nine Mile Creek, Nine Mile Creek, Minnehaha Creek and the 
unnamed channel [Kenilworth Channel] between Lake of the Isles and Cedar Lake. The alternative would 
impact native wetland or riparian habitats, which are typified by non-native woody wetland habitat, non-
native emergent wetland habitat or open water habitat (MLCCS 2008). The development of linear ROW 
along portions of this alignment has fragmented many wetland habitats on both sides of these features. 
Development of this alternative would likely increase the fragmented nature of wetland and riparian 
habitats.  

≠ 3.1.2.4, Land Use and Socioeconomics, page 3-16: …. Northwest of Lake Calhoun and between Cedar Lake 
and Lake of the Isles the city has established the Shoreland Overlay District that specifies development 
guidelines within a half-mile radius around each of these lakes. Although the ordinance does not prohibit 
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transportation uses or facilities, it does specify guidelines for controlling both point source and non-point 
source pollutant discharge within the Shoreland Overlay District.  

 
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

1.3.1 Statement: MPRB insists that stormwater impacts to Minneapolis water bodies result in no increased 
volume of runoff and no increased pollutant loads.  

1.3.2 Outcome: Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park and adjoining park land remains a quiet, tranquil, 
and natural park destination.  

1.3.3 Outcome: The area between Lake Street and I-394 is naturally beautiful and serene. 

1.3.4 Outcome: Natural wildlife habitat and serenity of the trail and park land are maintained.  

1.3.5 Outcome: Any permanent dewatering methodologies applied to the corridor protect water table levels 
and quality, and habitat within the park lands that is dependent on those water levels.  

1.3.6 Outcome: Permeable paving materials are incorporated to reduce stormwater impacts to park land 
when hard surfaces are added by the project. 

1.3.7 Outcome: The Chapter 551, Article VI Shoreland Overlay District of the City of Minneapolis’ Code of 
Ordinances is followed to preserve and enhance the environmental qualities of surface waters and the 
natural and economic values of shoreland areas within the city. 

1.4 Issue: Trail access, use, and maintenance 
The MPRB owns or maintains trails that 
are within or cross the LPA Segment A 
corridor. The MPRB is concerned that the 
LRT frequency and speed will impact these 
trails and users by reducing access to the 
trail from local neighborhoods and park 
lands, inhibiting flow and speed, adding 
time delays, introducing use/user conflicts 
and safety problems, and making the trails 
more difficult to maintain year-round. The 
MPRB is concerned that the full cost of 
reconstructing and resurfacing these 
federally funded trails will not be included 
in the project budget.  

The DEIS makes several references to the 
importance of retaining the trails. It also 
mentions the anticipated increased use that will result from population increases and transit development. The 
references include:  
≠ 10.5.3.1 Improved Multimodal Environment, page 10-18: Transitway project will improve the existing 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure along the alignment, and improve the safety of pedestrians and 
bicyclists through implemented design guidelines. All pedestrian facilities will be designed in accordance 
with current design standards and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements to ensure access and 
mobility for all. 

≠ 9.6.6.3 Anticipated cumulative impacts, page 9-23: The urban and suburban areas along the Southwest 
Transitway, as in the entire Twin Cities area, are expected to continue to develop and become denser. The 
Southwest Transitway’s proposed stations in combination with RFFAs- especially residential projects – will 
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be part of this trend. Because fully developed urban areas typically have little opportunity for the creation of 
new parks and recreation areas, the existing parks are likely to become more crowded and intensely used. 

≠ Appendix F, Legend for Plan, page 5: The grading for the trails shown will be included in the project cost, 
however the surfacing for the trails will not be included with the project costs. Trail surfacing must be 
performed at the expense of others. 

 
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

1.4.1 Statement: As the implementing agency of regional parks and trails in the City of Minneapolis, the 
MPRB insists that the full cost of reconstructing and resurfacing trails that are impacted by the project is 
borne by the project budget.  

1.4.2 Statement: The project should further examine the advantages and disadvantages of the trail being 
aligned on the west or east side of the LRT. The route analysis should consider the number of times the 
trail must cross the LRT, changes in trail length, trail connections, trail access points, and park land 
access.  

1.4.3 Outcome: There is adequate access to the Kenilworth Regional Trail from both sides of the LRT tracks, 
and access points are a reasonable walking distance apart. 

1.4.4 Outcome: The trail alignment minimizes the number of times that the trail crosses the LRT, optimizes 
trail connections, maintains similar travel distances, provides sufficient access points, and ensures 
access to park lands.  

1.4.5 Outcome: Bike and pedestrian trails remain with the same or better design quality and width as current 
trails; these include those that run along and across the corridor, as well as access trails.  

1.4.6 Outcome: The trail design meets the needs of current and projected users. 

1.4.7 Outcome: The trail is designed for a 20 mph design speed (including straight-line ascents and descents 
at bridges).  

1.4.8 Outcome: Bicycle and walking trail users have a positive, linear park-like experience, including being free 
of obstructions, having a 2-foot or greater buffer on each side of all trails, and retaining a sense of 
connection to open space.  

1.4.9 Outcome: All trail connections are maintained or improved. 

1.4.10 Outcome: At all points along the corridor, and especially at the narrowest locations, sufficient space 
remains for trails, trail users, and year-round maintenance vehicles and crews. 

1.5 Issue: Noise and Vibration  
The MPRB is concerned about the LRT noise and vibration impacts on park lands and park and trail users due to 
the high number of trains that will travel through the corridor daily. An increase from a few freight trains per day 
to hundreds of LRT trains will dramatically increase the amount of time that park and trail users are exposed to 
noise and vibration. This could substantially diminish the park and recreation experience for park and trail users.  
 
For noise, the MPRB is particularly concerned that park lands in the corridor are erroneously classified as a 
Category 3 land use. In FTA’s land use categories for Transit Noise Impact Criteria, Category 3 is most commonly 
associated with institutional land uses and can be used for some types of parks. By contrast, Category 1 is for 
tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in their intended purpose. This category includes lands set 
aside for serenity and quiet, and such land uses as outdoor amphitheaters and concert pavilions, as well as 
National Historic Landmarks with significant outdoor use. Category 1 is more closely aligned with the regional 
park classification that applies to the majority of park land in the area.  
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The DEIS makes several references to this issue, including the following:  
≠ 4.7.3.5 Assessment, page 4-92: There is one moderate impact to a Category 3 land use. The impact is due to 

very low ambient background noise levels found in the walking trails of the Cedar Lake portion of the 
Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park combined with close proximity to the tracks and bell use at grade 
crossings and crosswalks. This may not apply to the entire Cedar Lake portion of the park, especially in areas 
where park-goers themselves create higher noise levels, and area of the park farther from the tracks.  

≠ 4.8.6 Mitigation, page 4-118: Detailed vibration analyses will be conducted during the Final EIS in 
coordination with Preliminary Engineering. The Detailed Vibration Assessment may include performing 
vibration propagation measurements. These detailed assessments during the Final EIS/preliminary 
engineering phase have more potential to reduce project-related effects than assessments of mitigation 
options at the conceptual engineering phase of the project. Potential mitigation measures may include 
maintenance, planning and design of special trackwork, vehicle specifications, and special track support 
systems such as resilient fasteners, ballast mats, resiliently supported ties, and floating slabs. 

 
Below are the critical statements and outcomes 
that the MPRB has adopted and must be 
addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

1.5.1 Statement: Category 1 is most 
consistent with the type of parks and 
open space the MPRB owns or 
maintains adjacent to or within the 
corridor. Noise impacts on park lands 
and users must be reevaluated under 
the standards set for Category 1 land 
uses.  

1.5.2 Outcome: The vibration impacts are minimized for park and trail users. 

1.5.3 Outcome: The noise impacts are minimized for users of parks and trail and park users and do not exceed 
the noise standards set for Category 1 in adjacent park land and along the trail.  

1.5.4 Outcome: Technologies are incorporated that reduce track noise and vibration.  

1.5.5 Correction: In 4.7.3.5 page 4-92, it appears that Segment 4 is referenced instead of Segment A.  

1.6 Issue: Visual appeal 
The MPRB is concerned about the impacts on park land and users of the parks and trails by visual impacts of the 
LRT. These concerns include the impacts on view sheds within and outside of the parks, especially those that are 
part of the Grand Rounds Historic District, which is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  
 
The DEIS makes several references to this issue, including the following:  
≠ 3.6.3.3 Visual impacts, page 3-115: The proposed alignment is on a bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway. Visual 

impacts on sensitive receptors adjacent to the corridor in the multi-family residential parcel and Cedar Lake 
Parkway could be substantial. 

 
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

1.6.1 Outcome: The visual impact of the LRT and related infrastructure is minimized for trail and park users 
and honors the historic character of the Grand Rounds when it crosses Cedar Lake Parkway and the 
Kenilworth Channel. 
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1.6.2 Outcome: The train lights have minimal visual impacts on trail users. 

 

 

1.7 Issue: Safety  
Safety of park and trail users is a critical objective for the MPRB. This includes using design to reduce risks from
user conflicts or unexpected hazards and ensuring adequate access to park facilities when the LRT is in 
operation. Delays in fire, police, and emergency medical response to park facilities, especially beaches, may 
result from the high number and frequency of trains that are projected to travel through the corridor.  
 
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has 
adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and 
preliminary engineering.  

1.7.1 Outcome: Adequate fire safety 
infrastructure exists within or proximate to 
the corridor such that fire suppression and 
response times meet relevant laws and 
standards.  

1.7.2 Outcome: Fire, police, and emergency 
medical personnel and equipment are able 
to access park lands adjacent to the 
corridor and provide response times that 
meet relevant laws and standards. 

1.7.3 Correction: The Minneapolis Park Police 
should be included in the references to 
police agencies related to the corridor.  

1.8 Issue: Construction  
The MPRB recognizes that Minneapolis has become one of the top bicycling communities in the country. As 
such, trail users rely on high quality trail facilities year round for recreation and commuting. A detour that 
requires significant rerouting of trail users or an extended closure of a trail will be a barrier to trail users on the 
western side of Minneapolis and the metro area. 

Construction can result in extensive damage to vegetation and trees through removals and introduction of 
invasive species. The former results in a diminished quality of the park and recreation experience for trail and 
park users, the later results in long-term habitat management issues for MPRB staff. Additionally, construction 
can result in the altering the ground and surface water levels and quality if Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
are not implemented.  

 
The DEIS makes several references to this issue, including the following:  
≠ 6.3.3.1  page 6-60: Short-term construction effects to bicyclists and pedestrians are also anticipated in all 

Build Alternatives. In Segments 1, 4, A, and C, some disruptions to the existing regional trails are anticipated 
during construction. The extent to which the trails would be available for use throughout the process of 
relocation will be determined during Preliminary Engineering. Disruptions to the existing sidewalk network 
are anticipated in all Build Alternatives. 

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

1.8.1 Outcome: Surface and groundwater quality is protected during construction. 

1.8.2 Outcome: Reasonable and safe alternative routes are provided for trail users when sections are closed 
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during construction.  

1.8.3 Outcome: Any flora that is lost to construction or LRT use is replaced with flora that is in accordance 
with MPRB plans, with monitoring through a plant survey and replacement for five (5) years after 
construction is complete.  

1.8.4 Outcome: Soils and slopes are stabilized during construction. 

1.8.5 Outcome: Construction dewatering protects water table levels and habitat within park lands that is 
dependent on those water levels.  

1.8.6 Outcome: Construction practices prevent introduction of new invasive species to park lands and waters. 

 



2 Linden Avenue  

2.1 Location and Description 
Linden Avenue serves as an informal trail 
access point, as it is used primarily by city 
maintenance vehicles to access the 
asphalt and concrete recycling facility. 
Trail users at this access point regularly 
deal with high vehicular traffic with the 
nearby entrance to I-394. At this location, 
the LRT line and trail separate from 
MPRB-owned land.  

2.2 Issue: Access, flow 
The MPRB is concerned that all future 
work in this area be based on a 
comprehensive design and coordinated 
approach. This location requires formal 
and safe trail access, and cyclists need 
continuous flow and speed on the 
federally funded Cedar Lake Regional 
Trail. 

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

2.2.1 Outcome: Trail users easily and safely access the Cedar Lake Regional Trail.  

2.2.2 Outcome: Bicyclists in this area maintain continuous flow and speed. 
2.2.3 Outcome: Trail development is coordinated with rail, residential and commercial development in the 

area.  
2.2.4 Outcome: The federally funded, nonmotorized Cedar Lake Regional Trail is fully functional, with 

uninterrupted flow and speed.  
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2012 Google Maps

Bryn Mawr 
Meadows Park 

3 Luce Line Regional Trail Junction

3.1 Location and Description
At this location the Luce Line 
Regional Trail intersects with the 
Cedar Lake Regional Trail, currently 
via a bridge over the industrial area 
and freight rail line, and spiral ramps 
at each end.  

This is a critical connection in the 
regional trail system, and also 
provides access to Bryn Mawr 
Meadows Park. 

3.2 Issue: Access, flow
The MPRB is concerned that all 
future work in this area be based on 
a comprehensive design and 
coordinated approach so that trail 
and park access be maintained, as well as flow and speed on the regional trails. 

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

3.2.1 Outcome: Trail users easily and safely make connections between Bryn Mawr Meadows Park, the Luce 
Line Regional Trail, and the Cedar Lake Regional Trail.  

3.2.2 Outcome: Bicyclists in this area maintain continuous flow and speed. 

3.2.3 Outcome: Trail development is coordinated with rail, residential and commercial development in the 
area.  

3.2.4 Outcome: The federally funded, nonmotorized Cedar Lake Regional Trail is fully functional, with 
uninterrupted flow and speed.  
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4 Spring Lake Trail Junction

4.1 Location and Description
At this location Cedar Lake Regional 
Trail users pass under I-394 and easily 
connect to the nearby parks and trails 
including Spring Lake, Kenwood 
Parkway, and Parade Stadium, and 
travel beyond to the Minneapolis 
Sculpture Garden, Loring Park, and the 
Grand Rounds National Scenic Byway. 

4.2 Issue: Access, flow, and 
connectivity

As a critical access point to MPRB park 
lands and the Grand Rounds, the MPRB 
is concerned that safe and easy access 
and connectivity is retained. Below are 
the critical outcomes that the MPRB 
has adopted and must be addressed in 
the FEIS and preliminary engineering.  

4.2.1 Outcome: Cedar Lake Regional Trail users easily and 
safely connect to Spring Lake Park, Grand Rounds, 
other parks, parkways, and Van White Boulevard.  

4.2.2 Outcome: Bicyclists in this area maintain continuous 
flow and speed. 

4.2.3 Outcome: The design prioritizes connectivity to 
neighborhoods and natural amenities. 

4.3 Safety
In this small space under I-394, the MPRB is concerned 
about public safety and emergency vehicle access. Below are 
the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must 
be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary engineering.  

4.3.1 Outcome: Fire, police, and emergency medical personnel and equipment can access the trail and Spring 
Lake and provide response times that meet relevant laws and standards. 

4.4 Issue: Comprehensive approach
As with many locations along the LRT, this area will likely be subject to future development. The MPRB is 
concerned about protecting the integrity and natural features of Spring Lake and full functionality of the Cedar 
Lake Regional Trail. Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the 
FEIS and preliminary engineering.  

4.4.1 Outcome: Spring Lake and the area’s natural features are preserved and protected.  

4.4.2 Outcome: The federally funded, nonmotorized Cedar Lake Regional Trail is fully functional, with 
uninterrupted flow and speed.  

4.4.3 Outcome: Trail development is coordinated with rail, residential and commercial development in the 
area.  

 

2012 Google Maps

Spring Lake 
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5 Bryn Mawr Meadows Park

5.1 Location and Description
Bryn Mawr Meadows Park is an active 
neighborhood park with citywide 
appeal. Amenities include ball fields, 
tot-lots, wading pools, and tennis 
courts. The park is adjacent to the 
Cedar Lake Regional Trail and LRT line. 
Currently parks users are connected to 
the Cedar Lake Regional Trail via a 
bridge over the industrial area and 
freight rail line, and spiral ramps at 
each end. 

5.2 Issue: Access and safety 
The MPRB is concerned about 
ensuring that people from throughout 
the community can access both this 
heavily used park and the Cedar Lake 
Regional Trail from this area, and that 
the trail remains fully functional.  

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

5.2.1 Outcome: Communities on both sides of the LRT safely and easily access the Cedar Lake Regional Trail 
and Bryn Mawr Meadows Park.  

5.3 Issue: Visual appeal
The MPRB is concerned that this large and active park retain its open and natural feel. Below are the critical 
outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary engineering.  

5.3.1 Outcome: The LRT blends in visually with the natural setting of the area. 

5.4 Issue: Comprehensive approach
The MPRB is concerned that all future work in this area be based on a comprehensive design and coordinated 
approach.  

5.4.1 Outcome: The federally funded, 
nonmotorized Cedar Lake Regional 
Trail is fully functional, with 
uninterrupted flow and speed.  

5.4.2 Outcome: Trail development is 
coordinated with rail, residential and 
commercial development in the area.  

Bryn Mawr 
Meadows Park 

2012 Google Maps

2012 Google Maps
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2012 Google Maps

6 Cedar Lake Regional Trail and LRT Crossing Area 

6.1 Location and Description 
The federally funded 
Cedar Lake Regional 
Trail carries 
commuter and 
recreational bicyclists 
and pedestrians 
between downtown 
Minneapolis and the 
western suburbs.  

At this location the 
trail junctions with 
the Kenilworth 
Regional Trail and the 
LRT follows the 
Kenilworth alignment 
south. In this area the bike trails are 
separated into north- and south-bound, 
and there is a separate pedestrian trail. 
The land in this area is owned by the 
County and the MPRB. Per agreement, 
all of the trails are maintained by the 
MPRB. 

Into this already complex area the LRT 
brings dramatically increased challenges 
(6.3.2.4). 

6.2 Issue: Safety, use, access, connectivity 
In 2011, according to the Metropolitan Council’s annual visit estimates, Kenilworth Regional Trail had 
approximately 624,400 visits and the Cedar Lake Regional Trail had 381,400 visits. The MPRB is very concerned 
about retaining safe and high-quality use and access to these regional trails in this area for all users and from 
designated access points.  
  
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  
6.2.1 Outcome: Walkers, runners, bicyclists, and other nonmotorized trail users safely and efficiently get from 

one side of the LRT tracks to the other, year-round and without interruption.  
6.2.2 Outcome: The federally funded, nonmotorized Cedar Lake Regional Trail is fully functional, with 

uninterrupted flow and speed.  
6.2.3 Outcome: All users have adequate access to the trails. 
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6.2.4 Outcome: All trail connections are safe and easy to navigate, and space is allowed for future expansion 
to meet demand. 

6.2.5 Outcome: The Cedar Lake Regional Trail meets commuter bicycle standards of 20 mph design speed. 
6.2.6 Outcome: Communities north of the LRT easily access the Cedar Lake Regional Trail, Cedar Lake, and 

Cedar Lake Park.  

6.3 Issue: Environmental protection
The MPRB park lands in this area bring significant benefits to park and trail users, support native plant species, 
and are serve as important wildlife habitat. 

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  
6.3.1 Outcome: Park lands retain their natural character.  
6.3.2 Outcome: Wildlife habitat supports local and migratory fauna.  
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7 Intersection with West 21st Street

7.1 Location and Description
The intersection of the Kenilworth 
Regional Trail and 21st Street is a 
proposed station location. The 
station would sit on Hennepin 
County property, however the west 
side of the rail line is MPRB property, 
Cedar Lake Park.  

At 21st Street, Cedar Lake has a very 
popular beach and provides access to
a trail network as well as informal 
foot paths. 

 

7.2 Issue: Park access 
This location is the sole access point for Cedar Lake 
Park and beach. Visitors arrive at this pristine area 
on foot, by bicycle, and using motorized vehicles, 
and via 21st Street, the Kenilworth Regional Trail, 
and in the future the LRT. Given that 
“Implementation of LRT service and stations along 
the Segment A alignment would likely result in some 
land use changes surrounding the stations…”  
(3.1.5.1), the natural character of this area and clear 
access must be ensured.  

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has 
adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and 
preliminary engineering.  

7.2.1 Outcome: Access to Cedar Lake Park at West 
21st Street is attractive, natural, and welcoming. 

7.2.2 Outcome: People on the east side of the corridor safely and easily access park lands on the west side.  

7.3 Issue: Safety
With thousands of park and park land users and multiple modes of transport across and along the corridor at 
this point, safety is of utmost importance. Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must 
be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary engineering.  

7.3.1 Outcome: All Cedar Lake Park users have safe and pleasant access to and from the park, regardless of 
mode of transport.  

7.3.2 Outcome: Station design enhances safety and access for Cedar Lake Park users.  

7.4 Issue: Aesthetics, noise
The MPRB is concerned that the anticipated 1,000+ daily LRT boardings (Appendix F, Transit Effects, Figure 2) at 

Cedar Lake Park, beach 
21st Street 

2012 Google Maps 



Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board: Southwest Transitway Comment Letter e 21 Pag

Cedar Lake 

this location would seriously compromise the quality of experience for users of this secluded park area. 
 
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

7.4.1 Outcome: Cedar Lake Park remains a quiet, tranquil, and natural park destination. 

7.4.2 Outcome:  The area between Burnham Boulevard and 21st Street is naturally beautiful and serene. 

  

Burnham 
Blvd 

Kenilworth Regional Trail 
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8 Kenilworth Channel, Bridge 

8.1 Location and Description 
The proposed alignment of the 
LRT crosses the Kenilworth 
Channel, a body of water 
constructed in 1913 to connect 
Cedar Lake and Lake of the Isles 
to form the Minneapolis Chain 
of Lakes. The Channel has year-
round recreational use, from 
boaters in the summer to skiers 
and skaters in the winter.  

The Channel also provides 
access for wildlife. The bridge 
over the Channel for the existing 

2012 Google Maps 

Lake of 
the Isles 

Cedar 
Lake 

freight tracks and trails is 
narrow and relatively low to the 
water. 

8.2 Issue: Historic character, aesthetics, tranquility  
The MPRB is concerned about preserving the historic 
character of the 1913 Kenilworth Channel in its critical 
role within the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional 
Park. The channel is part of the Grand Rounds Historic 
District that is eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. 
 
According to the DEIS (3.6.3.3) …the bridge design, 
bank treatment, and aesthetics for the new facility and 
the potential replacement or modification of the 
existing pedestrian bridge would have a substantial 
effect on this historic landscape… In addition, (3.4.5.3) 
…Potential long-term effects may occur at the 
following properties: Kenilworth Lagoon/Channel, 
Grand Rounds (potential effects of the construction of 
new bridge structures within the historic district; the 
design and footprint of these structures may affect the 
banks of the historic channel and may affect the 
district’s overall feeling and setting). 
 
While the DEIS notes that these issues will be 
addressed during preliminary engineering, the MPRB is 
concerned that they receive the most serious attention 
very early in the process. Below are the critical 
outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be 
addressed in the FEIS and preliminary engineering.  
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Cedar Lake Park Association Photo 

8.2.1 Outcome: Support and safety structures are harmonious, beautiful, and both historically and context 
sensitive. 

8.2.2 Outcome: The Kenilworth Channel retains its natural beauty and serenity and historic character. 

8.3 Issue: Connectivity and recreational use 
The Kenilworth Channel was central to creating the 
Minneapolis Chain of Lakes and provides a critical connection 
between Cedar Lake and Lake of the Isles. Trail access is 
necessary for people as is year-round channel access for both 
people and wildlife. It is also a critical link in the City of Lakes 
Loppet (winter ski race) and City of Lake Tri-Loppet.  

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted 
and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

8.3.1 Outcome: Users have access to the Kenilworth 
Regional Trail, Cedar Lake, and Lake of the Isles from 
both sides of the LRT/Kenilworth Regional Trail. 

8.3.2 Outcome: People and wildlife on both sides of the 
LRT/Kenilworth Regional Trail have access to and 
along the undeveloped channel shoreline. 

8.3.3 Outcome: Users have unfettered, year-round passage 
along the channel (in the water/on the ice) between 
Lake of the Isles and Cedar Lake. 

8.3.4 Outcome: The historic water connection between 
Cedar Lake and Lake of the Isles remains a defining 
characteristic of the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes 
Regional Park. 

 

8.4 Issue: Safety 
The MPRB is concerned about protecting the safety of land and water 
users of the Kenilworth Channel and shoreland. 
  
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must 
be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary engineering.  

8.4.1 Outcome: Year-round channel users are safe from falling 
debris and ice. 
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9 Cedar Lake Parkway Grand Rounds

9.1 Location and Description
At this location the LRT intersects with actively used Cedar Lake Parkway, which is an essential section of the 
Grand Rounds National Scenic Byway (see Grand Rounds map) and within the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes 
Regional Park (Cedar Lake Beach, Parkway, and Trail). Directly to the west of this location is Cedar Lake South 
Beach.  

The MPRB is concerned about LRT impacts on the Kenilworth Regional Trail and Chain of Lakes Regional Park 
users and properties that contribute to the Grand Rounds Historic District. In 2011, according to the 
Metropolitan Council’s annual visit estimates, Kenilworth Regional Trail had approximately 624,400 visits and 
the Chain of Lakes Regional Park had 5,122,900 visits (Chain of Lakes estimate does not include motorized or 
nonmotorized traffic counts on the parkway). Cedar Lake Parkway, as part of the Grand Rounds Historic District, 
is considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (7.4.1.4 page 7-20). 

9.2 Issues: Integrity, flow, and access
The MPRB is concerned that adding LRT into this intersection could result in frequent delays of parkway and trail 
users along or parallel to Cedar Lake Parkway, and 
create visual obstructions. The MPRB finds that 
both of these impacts would significantly diminish 
the quality of experience for parkway, park, and 
trail users. Further, such impacts are inconsistent 
with one of the basic design characteristics of the 
Grand Rounds: a continuous recreational driving 
experience.  

The MPRB is also concerned that the proposal to elevate the LRT above the parkway at this intersection (see 
image above) will increase noise and create visual impacts that will significantly diminish the quality of 
experience for parkway, park, and trail users of a property that is eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places.  

2012 Google Maps

DEIS Appendix F, Segment A sheet 2
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The anticipated frequency of trains along the corridor will also increase potential conflicts between the trains 
and users of the trail parallel to Cedar Lake Parkway, thus raising serious safety concerns.  
 
The DEIS makes several references to this issue, including the following:  

≠ 7.4.1.4 Section 4(f) Properties Potentially Used by the Project, page 7-20: Cedar Lake Parkway and the 
Cedar Lake-Lake of the Isles Channel have been determined eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as part of 
the Grand Rounds Historic District.  

≠ 3.4.5.3 Cultural Resources, page 3-79: Potential long-term effects may occur at the following properties: 
Cedar Lake Parkway, Grand Rounds (potential effects of the changes to the intersection of the LRT 
corridor with the historic parkway, including the LRT overpass bridge, and, under the co-location 
alternative, the effects of widening the trail/rail corridor; these changes may affect the parkway itself 
and may alter its setting.) 

 
Below are the critical statements and/or outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the 
FEIS and preliminary engineering.  

9.2.1 Statement: The MPRB conducted a preliminary feasibility study of a grade-separated crossing at this 
intersection, which revealed that lowering the tracks and trail, and bridging portions of the parkway 
would allow the train and trail to travel beneath the parkway (see Appendix A for illustrations). The 
MPRB recommends further exploration of this type of integrated solution that significantly reduces 
safety hazards, noise impacts, visual impacts, and delays for motorized and nonmotorized vehicles. 

9.2.2 Outcome: The Grand Rounds (eligible for National Register of Historic Places) fully retains its integrity 
and intention.  

9.2.3 Outcome: Motorized and nonmotorized 
vehicles and pedestrians along the trail 
parallel to Cedar Lake Parkway experience 
continuous and safe flow.  

9.2.4 Outcome: Trail users have direct access to 
the trails and trail connections that are 
currently provided at this location. 

9.2.5 Outcome: Recreational and commuter trail 
traffic on both the Kenilworth Regional Trail 
and the trail parallel to Cedar Lake Parkway 
follows substantially the same route as at 
present. 

9.2.6 Outcome: The view of and from Cedar Lake and surrounding parkland is preserved. 

9.2.7 Outcome: The parkland around Cedar Lake remains a natural visual buffer between Cedar Lake and the 
LRT corridor.  

9.3 Issue: Safety 
Safety of park and trail users is a critical objective for the MPRB. This includes using design to reduce risks from 
user conflicts or unexpected hazards, and ensuring adequate access to park facilities when the LRT is in 
operation.  
 
Delays in fire, police, and emergency medical response to park facilities, especially beaches, may result from the 
high number and frequency of trains that are projected to travel through the corridor. Due to the proximity of 
South Cedar Lake Beach, timely emergency medical access across this intersection is critical. 

 



Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board: Southwest Transitway Comment Letter  Page 26 

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

9.3.1 Outcome: Fire, police, and emergency medical personnel and equipment can access South Cedar Lake 
beach and provide response times that meet relevant laws and standards. 

9.4 Issue: Noise and air quality 
The MPRB is concerned about the noise and air quality impacts of LRT at this intersection due to the high 
frequency of trains that will cross here. For an at-grade crossing, high levels of track, bell, and whistle noise 
would significantly diminish the quality of experience in adjacent parkland and along the trails. Noise generated 
by a flyover condition is also a concern. Frequent traffic delays for train crossings are expected to diminish air 
quality for park and trail users. 
 
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

9.4.1 Outcome: LRT and crossing-related noise does not diminish the enjoyment and use of the trails, 
adjacent park land, and Grand Rounds National Historic Byway. 

9.4.2 Outcome: Air quality at this location meets state and federal standards.  
 
 
 
  

From Kenilworth Regional Trail looking toward Cedar Lake, Grand 
Rounds 

At junction, looking NE along Kenilworth Regional Trail 
2012 Google Maps 
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10 Park Siding Park 

10.1 Location and Description 
The MPRB owns Park Siding Park, a small 
neighborhood park, which is immediately adjacent to 
the LRT corridor and an access point to the 
Kenilworth Regional Trail. With play equipment as 
well as formal gardens, it is actively used by children 
and adults from neighborhoods on both sides of the 
corridor. 

10.2 Issue: Access and safety 
Although the DEIS commits to improving the 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure along the 
alignment and improving the safety of pedestrians 
and bicyclists through implemented design guidelines 
(10.5.3.1), the MPRB has particular access and safety 
concerns at this location. Park visitors, including 
small children, come from both sides of the corridor 
as well as from the Kenilworth Regional Trail. This is 
also a popular bicycle and pedestrian trail ingress and egress point.  
 
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

10.2.1 Outcome: All users have formal and safe access to the park from both sides of the LRT. 

10.2.2 Outcome: As an important trail access point, the trail design accommodates a safe ingress and egress.  

10.2.3 Outcome: Trail users have safe access to and from the park.  

10.3 Issue: Visual appeal  
This small neighborhood park provides play equipment for children and formal gardens for adults. The heavily 
planted berm between Dean Court and the Kenilworth Regional Trail currently provides a visual screen, but the 
MPRB is concerned with ensuring that during and after construction there is a strong visual barrier that remains 
compatible with this important neighborhood park. 

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

10.3.1 Outcome: The LRT’s visual impact does not disrupt park visitors’ enjoyment, nor detract from the park’s 
character.  

10.4 Issue: Noise  
The MPRB is deeply concerned about the impact of LRT noise on Park Siding visitors, especially the very young 
children who frequent this neighborhood park. 
  
Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

10.4.1 Outcome: Park users, especially young children, are not subject to LRT noise levels that exceed the nois
standards set for Category 1 land uses.  

e 

Park Siding 
Park 

W 28th Street 

2012 Google Maps
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11 Trail Access at Abbott Avenue S (by new West Lake Station) 

11.1 Location and Description  
 This is an actively used trail access to 
the to the Kenilworth Regional Trail 
and Midtown Greenway and is the 
closest access point to the Chain of 
Lake Regional Park. West Calhoun 
Neighborhood Association contributed 
park-like features to this location 
including a kiosk, picnic table, bike 
racks, decorative fencing, and a 
drinking fountain. 

11.2 Issue: Park and trail access 
The MPRB is committed to preserving 
this important trail access, ensuring 
safe and convenient wayfinding 
between the trail and nearby Lake 
Calhoun, and advocating for sufficient 
bicycle parking for all visitors to the 
area. The access was originally 
designed with input from Hennepin 
County to accommodate future LRT. 

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted 
and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

11.2.1 Outcome: West Lake station users and all other 
users have safe and convenient access to and from 
Lake Calhoun and the Kenilworth Regional Trail.  

11.2.2 Outcome: Wayfinding is provided between the 
West Lake station and Lake Calhoun and the trails. 

11.2.3 Outcome: Safe and adequate bike parking is 
provided for recreational and commuter users of 
the trail and for Lake Calhoun visitors.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2012 Google Maps 

Lake 
Calhoun 
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Lake 
Calhoun 

Lake Calhoun 

12 Northwest Corner of Lake Calhoun Area 

12.1 Location and Description 
This location within the 
Minneapolis Chain of Lakes 
Regional Park is the closest major 
park land to the proposed West 
Lake station. It is a primary visitor 
portal to the Grand Rounds 
National Scenic Byway. The 
Calhoun Executive Center parking 
lot next to Lake Calhoun sits on 
land that is partially owned by the 
Minneapolis Park and Recreation 
Board as part of the Minneapolis 
Chain of Lakes Regional Park. On 
weekends and weekday evenings, 
visitors use this area for parking 
and to access the regional park and 
the Grand Rounds. 

12.2 Issue: Park and trail access 
Millions of annual park visits to 
this area originate by foot, bicycle, 
motorized vehicle, and in the 
future the LRT.  

Traffic patterns altered by the 
addition of a West Lake station will 
have a direct impact on the park 
visitor experience and all modes of 
traffic on Lake Calhoun Parkway 
and Dean Parkway. The MPRB is 
concerned that the introduction of 
the high-volume West Lake station 
increases the complexity of this 
area and is committed to ensuring 
that all visitors have a positive, 
easy, and safe experience 
accessing and using the park lands 
and trails in this area.  

Below are the critical outcomes that the MPRB has adopted and must be addressed in the FEIS and preliminary 
engineering.  

12.2.1 Statement: Multimodal traffic patterns in a roughly 1/2-mile radius of the West Lake station must be 
studied in partnership with the street/trail property owners (Hennepin County, City of Minneapolis, 
MPRB). Deliverables of the study should include traffic volume and flow projections, and 
recommendations for 1) long-term street/trail network modifications and 2) short-term network 
modifications to be implemented with station development.  

2012 Google Maps 
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12.2.2 Outcome:  LRT and West Lake station area design decisions for this area are based on design 
recommendations from a comprehensive and multimodal (bicycle, pedestrian, transit, vehicle) 
circulation analysis that addresses impacts to the Grand Rounds parkways and trails.  

12.2.3 Outcome: The design of this area makes clear that it is a “gateway” to the Minneapolis park system.  

12.2.4 Outcome: A safe, free-flowing pedestrian and bicycle route with exceptional wayfinding exists between 
the LRT station area and Lake Calhoun and adjacent park land. 

12.2.5 Outcome: There is no loss of vehicle parking for park and trail users. 

12.2.6 Outcome: Greenspace at the northwest corner of Lake Calhoun is preserved for park visitors and 
recreational purposes.  
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13 Appendix A – Cedar Lake Parkway/ Southwest Transitway 
 
Appendix A is intended to illustrate the concept of lowering the train and trail and bridging Cedar Lake Parkway 
at the Cedar Lake Parkway/Southwest Transitway intersection. This concept is discussed in Section 9 of this 
comment letter. The following pages contain a few key images of the analysis conducted on this concept by 
Steve Durrant of Alta Planning + Design for the MPRB.  
 

 
 
 
Above is a potential cross-section showing elevations for Cedar Lake Parkway (above) and the trail and train.   
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These are examples of grade separated crossings with trail on east (North version) or west (Crossover version) 
side of tracks. These are provided to illustrate the concept, not to provide a complete overview of the feasibility 
study.  
 



 

10. United States Department of the Interior Comment Letter on the SDEIS/Draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluation Update, 2015 

 



            
            

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

                                       Custom House, Room 244
 
                                 Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904

   July 17, 2015 

9043.1
ER 15/0311

Ms. Marisol Simon
Regional Administrator, Region 5  
Federal Transit Administration
200 West Adams Street, Suite 320 
Chicago, Illinois  60606 

Dear Ms. Simon: 

As requested, the Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Southwest Light 
Rail Transit (Metro Green Line Extension), Hennepin County, Minnesota.  The Department 
offers the following comments and recommendations for your consideration. 

Section 4(f) Comments

This document considers effects to properties identified in the project study area as eligible to be 
considered under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (codified at 49 
U.S.C. 303 § 771.135) associated with a 15-mile light rail transit (LRT) line in the
Minneapolis/St. Paul region, the proposed Southwest Transitway (Project).  The Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), along with the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) 
and the Metropolitan Council Regional Transit Board (RTB), have proposed the Project that 
connects downtown Minneapolis to the cities of St. Louis Park, Hopkins, Edina, Minnetonka, 
and Eden Prairie.  The intent of the Project is to improve access and mobility to the jobs and 
activity centers in the Minneapolis Central Business District, as well as to the expanding 
suburban employment centers.  The Project was identified by the RTB in the late 1990’s as 
warranting a high-level of transit investment to respond to increasing travel demand in a highly 
congested area of the region.  A draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Project was 
released in the late fall of 2012 and the Department provided comments on the Section 4(f) 
impacts. We felt at that time the analysis in the Section 4(f) was too preliminary to be able to 
concur in any findings. 

IN REPLY REFER TO:

 



In 2013 and 2014, the FTA determined that design adjustments made to the preferred alternative 
that was identified in the Draft EIS needed to be evaluated for environmental impacts not 
documented in the Draft EIS and with the potential to result in new adverse impacts.  The FTA, 
with the RTB, further determined those design changes in the preferred alternative warranted a 
specific review in a supplemental draft EIS document.

In the SDEIS, the FTA considered the impacts to several 4(f)-eligible resources; 12 were parks 
or recreation areas and 28 were historic properties either individually eligible for or listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), or were contributing elements to historic districts.  
A few properties were eligible both as park/recreation and historic properties.  After considering 
the changes to the preferred alternative and its impacts on these resources, the FTA has made 
preliminary determinations that of the 12 park properties, 1 property (Purgatory Creek Park) 
would be affected only temporarily by construction (no permanent use), and 3 properties 
(Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon, Cedar Lake Park, and Byrn Mawr Meadows Park) would have de 
minimis impacts; the rest of the eligible park properties would have no 4(f) use.  Of the 28 
eligible historic properties, the FTA made preliminary determinations that the Project would 
have adverse effects on two properties (the Grand Rounds Historic District and Kenilworth 
Lagoon), and a de minimis effect on one property (the St. Paul, Minneapolis & Manitoba 
Railroad Historic District).  In addition, two properties (the Minikahda Club and Cedar Lake 
Parkway/Grand Rounds Historic District) would be temporarily affected by construction 
activities, but no permanent use would occur.

The FTA will allow the public to comment on the SDEIS and this 4(f) evaluation before 
finalizing their determinations.  For now, the FTA has concluded at least preliminarily that there 
are no feasible or prudent avoidance alternatives, other than the preferred alternative, that results 
in disturbances to 4(f) eligible properties. The Department concurs with the preliminary
determinations of effect by the FTA, assuming that there are no subsequent changes to the
preferred alternative or in the impacts to the eligible properties.  We have no authority to agree to 
the determinations of de minimis impacts, but we would state that those determinations appear to 
have been decided correctly.  The Department would likely concur with the preliminary 
determination that all measures to minimize harm have been employed concerning the two 
historic resources that will be subject to 4(f) use.  This concurrence assumes the FTA and the 
State Historic Preservation Officer, along with the Section 106 consulting parties, come to some 
agreement on the mitigation necessary for the two resources, and an agreement document is 
signed by all parties.  We will reserve our concurrence until we are provided a copy of the signed 
agreement.

The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FTA and the RTB to ensure 
impacts to resources of concern to the Department are adequately addressed.  For issues 
concerning section 4(f) resources, please contact Regional Environmental Coordinator Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region, National Park Service, 601 Riverfront Drive, Omaha, Nebraska
68102, telephone 402-661-1844. 
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 

Sincerely,

Lindy Nelson 
Regional Environmental Officer 

cc:
SHPO-MN (Barbara Howard barbara.howard@mnhs.org) 
HCRRA (Peter McLaughlin commissioner.mclaughlin@hennepin.us) 
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.,, 
.-,.-:,. Agreement No. A09922 

Parce1 73-33001 

PERMIT AGREEMENT 

This agreement, entered into by and between the Hennepin 

County Regional Rail Authority, a Minnesota political subdivision, 

11( Permittor11 ) and Suburban Hennepin Regional Park District, a 

Minnesota political subdivision ("Permittee 11
). 

In consideration of the covenants by and between the parties, 

it is hereby agreed: 

1. Premises. 

Permittor hereby agrees to grant certain rights and 

. benefits to Permittee hereinafter described with regard to that 

certain real property located in Hennepin and Carver Counties, 

Minnesota, described as follows: 

The center 16 feet generally conforming to the track bed 
of all that part of the HCRRA right-of-way, formerly the 
Chicago and NorthWestern Transportation Company's right­
of-way from State Highway 169 in Hopkins southwesterly to 
Mile Post 32 in Chaska westerly of U.S. Highway 212 in 
carver County. 

The said real estate shall be hereinafter described as the 

"Premises." 

2. Uses. 

The Premises shall be for the use of Permittee, its 

agents, officers, employees, subpermittees and invitees for trail 

purposes only, including but not limited to pedestrian use, cross 

county skiing, and the riding of horses, bicycles and other 

vehicles, and for all uses and requirements necessary to the 

enjoyment of the Premises for said uses. Permittee shall be 
' .. ,~) ~~:. 

granted temporary use of adjacent lands controlled by Permittor as 

reasonably required for construction and maintenance of.-,;~ the 

Premises. 



3. Term. 

The term of this permit shall be for an indefinite 

period, commencing on until 

termination in accordance with Paragraph 4. 

4. Termination. 

Either party may at any time terminate this permit by 

giving thirty (30) days' written notice of its intention to do so. 

Such notice may be served upon the Hennepin County Regional Rail 

Authority by delivering a copy thereof to the executive director of 

the principal off ice in the Hennepin County Government Center, 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55487 or by depositing the same in the 

United states post office directed to the Executive Director of the 

principal office. Such notice may be served on the Suburban 

Hennepin Regional Park District by delivering a copy thereof to its 

Superintendent, 12615 County Road 9, Plymouth, Minnesota 55441. 

Except as provided herein, this agreement may not be terminated or 

revoked by either party hereto. 

5. Temporary Nature of Use. 

Permittee acknowledges that the Premises was acquired by 

Perrnittor specifically and solely for the purpose of constructing 

a light rail transit system or other permitted transportation uses 

and its associated facilities and that it is Perrnittor's intention 

to allow Permittee to use the Premises only until it is needed for 

that purpose. Nothing in this Permit shall be deemed to evidence 

any change by Permittor of its intended use of the Premises for 

light rail transit purposes or other permitted transportation uses. 

Rather, Permittor has agreed to the terms of this Permit to provide 

2 



a temporary use for the Premises during the time required for 

further planning and development of the light rail transit system 

or other permitted transportation uses. 

6. Rights Upon Termination. 

On the expiration of thirty (30) days after such service 

of said notice, ·this permit and all rights hereunder shall 

thereupon terminate and be at an end, saving and excepting such 

rights as may have accrued to either party hereunder prior to such 

termination. Permittee shall without further notice or demand, 

deliver possession of the Premises to the Perrnittor at the 

expiration of said thirty (30) days and shall before the expiration 

of said thirty (30) days, remove all buildings and property placed 

upon the Premises which it may desire and have the right to remove. 

If it shall fail to remove buildings and property, its right shall, 

at the option of the Permittor, cease and Permittee I s interest 

thereto shall be forfeited and at the same time shall belong to 

Permittor or, in such case, if the Permittor shall elect, it may, 

at any time after the expiration of said period of thirty ( 3 O) 

days, tear down and/or remove any or all such buildings and 

property at the expense of Permittee without any liability for 

damages thereof in any respect whatsoever and Permi ttee shall 

thereupon promptly reimburse Permittor for all expenses incurred by 

it in doing so. 

7. Rent. 

Upon any such termination of this permit, rent shall be 

paid by the Permittee to the date of termination fixed by said 

notice at the rate of $1.00 per year. 
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8. Other Users~ 

The Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority shall assume 

responsibility for securing such permissions as may be required 

from the Minnesota Department of Transportation in connection with 

this permit. In addition, Permittor shall use its best efforts to 

terminate or amend any permits or leases, or other written 

permission to the Premises which may previously have been extended 

to others by Permittor and which conflict with this permit. 

9. Subpermits. 

Permittee shall have the right to grant permits to 

subpermittees on the same terms and conditions and for the same 

uses as are contained in this permit. The Permittor shall have the 

right to review and approve said subpermits, but such approval 

shall not be unreasonably withheld. Said subpermits may provide 

for the survival of such subpermits by consent of Permittor in the 

event of any failure to perform on the part of Permittee. 

10. Signage. 

Perrnittee shall maintain signage, including kiosks, on 

the Premises identifying the Premises as a temporary trail corridor 

of the Suburban Hennepin Regional Park District. Any such signage 

must receive the prior approval of Perrnittor and also identify the 

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority as the owner of the 

corridor and that the corridor is reserved ·for light rail transit 

or other future transportation uses. 

11. Nuisance. 

Perrnittee shall not permit the existence of any nuisance 

on said Premises. Permittee at all time shall keep said Premises 
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clean and shall comply with all laws, ordinances and regulations 

respecting Permi ttee' s business and use and occupation of said 

Premises. Permittee at its sole cost shall make any and all 

improvements, alterations, repairs and additions and install all 

appliances required on said Premises by or under any such 

regulations, ordinances or laws. No bills, posters or advertising 

matter of any kind shall be posted on said Premises; provided, 

however, that Perrnittee may post on appropriate structures, 

informational materials relating to the trail. 

12. Utilities. Title. 

Perrnittee accepts said Premises subject to the rights of 

any person, firm or corporation, including the Permittor in and to 

any existing telephone, telegraph and/or other wires, poles and 

facilities of any kind whatsoever, whether or not of record, and 

should it at any time become necessary because of Permittee•s use 

of the Premises to relocate any of said poles, wires or facilities 

by reason of this permit, Permittee shall bear and pay the cost of 

so doing. 

Permittee also accepts said Premises subject to any want or 

failure at any time of Perrnittor's title to said Premises or any 

part thereof and Permittee shall assume any damages sustained by 

Permittee in connection · therewith. Permittee also accepts such 

Premises subject to rights of any party, including Perrnittor, in 

and to any existing roadways and easements. Perrnittee agrees to 

provide to Perrnittor or other tenants of Perrnittor access over and 

through the Premises on these roadways and easements should such 

access be deemed necessary by Permittor. Perrnittee accepts said 
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Premises subject to the right of Permittor, its employees, agents 

and contractors to walk upon said Premises to repair adj a cent 

property and the right of Permittor, its employees, agents and 

contractors to temporarily place equipment upon the property at 

Permittor 1 s own responsibility and risk for the purpose of 

maintaining, repairing or inspecting or constructing upon 

Permittor 1 s adjacent property. 

13. Indemnification. 

Permittee shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless Permittor, 

its Commissioners, officers, agents, and employees from any 

liability, claims, demands, personal injury, costs, judgments, or 

expenses, including reasonable attorney's fees, resulting directly 

or indirectly from an act or omission of Permittee, its agents, 

employees, customers, invitees, subpermittees or other occupiers of 

the Premises. 

Permittor shall not be liable to Permittee or those claiming 

by, through, or under Permittee for any injury, death or property 

damage occurring in, on or about the Premises based upon the 

construction, operation or maintenance of the Premises by Permittee 

or any subpermittee, nor for the loss or damage by reason of the 

pre~ent or future condition of repair ot the Premises, or for the 

loss or damage arising from the acts or omissions or Permittee, its 

agents, employees, customers, invitees, subpermi ttees or other 

occupiers of the Premises. 

14. Insurance. 

Permittee further agrees that if in any case the release 

and indemnity provided in this section shall not be valid, 
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Permittor shall have the full benefit of any insurance effected by 

the Permi ttee upon the property injured, destroyed or damaged 

and/or against the hazard involved; and Permittee agrees that any 

and all such insurance shall be so written that the insurer shall 

have no claim or recourse of any kind whatsoever against Permittor 

in connection therewith. 

15. waste. 

Permittee, in consideration of the permitting of the said 

Premises, as herein provided, hereby covenants and agrees to pay 

the rent therefor promptly, as above provided, and fully to abide 

by and perform all and singular the conditions, covenants and 

agreements herein contained and to be observed and performed by 

said Permittee and to yield up said' Premises unto the Permittor at 

the expiration or termination of this permit agreement in as good 

condition as when entered upon. 

16. ouiet Enjoyment. 

Permittor has the right and authority to enter into this 

agreement and if Permi ttee pays the rent required hereby and 

otherwise performs the terms hereof to be performed by Permittee, 

Permittee shall, during the term hereof, be entitled to quiet 

enjoyment and possession of the Premises subject to the termination 

provisions hereof. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Permittee 

acknowledges that the rights provided to it by virtue of the Permit 

are subject to the provisions of Paragraph 12. 

17. Waiver. 

No receipt of money by Permittor from Permittee after any 

default by Permi ttee or after the expiration of this permit or 
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after the service of any notice or after the commencement of any 

suit or after final judgment for possession of said Premises, shall 

waive such Qefault or reinstate, continue or extend the term of 

this permit or affect any such notice or suit, as the case may be. 

No waiver of any default of Permittee shall be implied from 

omission by Permittor to take any action on account of such 

default, and no express waiver shall affect any default other than 

the default specified in the express waiver and that only for the 

time and to the extent therein stated. 

18. Breach. 

It is further agreed between the parties hereto, that if 

the said Permittee shall breach or make default in any of the 

conditions, covenants or agreements of this permit, which breach or 

default shall continue for fifteen (15) days after Permittee' s 

receipt of written notice thereof from Permittor, then it shall be 

lawful for the Permi ttor, then or at any time thereafter, to 

declare this permit ended, and to reenter said Premises and take 

possession thereof, with or without process of law, and to use any 

reasonable or necessary lawful force for regaining possession; 

whereupon the rights and obligations of the parties shall be the 

same as above specified in the case of termination at the end of 

thirty (30) days' notice; and it is hereby further agreed and 

provided that any waiver at any time of a breach of any condition, 

covenant or agreement of this permit shall extend only to the 

particular breach so waived and shall, in no manner, impair or 

affect the existence of such condition, covenant or agreements, or 

the right of Permittor thereafter to avail itself of same and any 
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subsequent breach thereof. In the event Permi ttor has to take 

action for repossession of said property, Permittee, its assigns or 

heirs shall be liable for reasonable attorney's fees incurred by 

Permittor. 

19. Assignment. 

The benefits and obligations of this permit shall extend 

to and shall bind the heirs, administrators, executors, leases, 

successors or assigns of the parties hereto, but no interest in 

this permit shall be assigned, nor said Premises or any part 

thereof shall be subpermitted, used or occupied by any party other 

than the Permittee unless specifically stated herein. Permittor 

reserves the right to review and revise the rental applicable to 

this permit upon any change in the status of this permit, the 

Permittee, or person occupying in the Premises during the term of 

this permit or any renewal thereof. 

20. Improvements. 

Permittee shall be responsible for the construction of 

all improvements necessary to the maintenance of a trail corridor 

on the Premises and the maintenance of said trail corridor. 

Permittee shall also be responsible for the construction of all 

bridges and crossings deemed necessary for Permittee to maintain 

the trail corridor. Construction plans, if any, shall be submitted 

to the Permittor for review and comment. Permittor reserves the 

right to reject any plans for construction proposed by Permittee on 

the grounds, in Permittor's sole discretion, that said plans are 

incompatible with its future use of the Premises. 
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21. Law Enforcement. 

Permittee shall have primary responsibility for the 

promulgation of rules, regulations and ordinances relating to the 

Premises. The parties hereto recognize that municipal ordinances 

and law enforcement may also be involved in regulating the 

Premises. Permittee agrees to use its best efforts to coordinate 

regulation and law enforcement of the Premises with the several 

municipalities in which the Premises lie. 

22. Environmental Concerns. 

Permittee shall not create or permit any condition of the 

Premises that could present a threat. to human heal th or to the 

environment. Permittee shall bear the expense of all practices or 

work, preventative or remedial, which may be required because of 

any conditions of the Premises introduced by Permi ttee, 

Subperrnittees or Invitees during Permittee's period of use, 

including conditions introduced by Permittee which affect other 

lands. Permittee expressly agrees that the obligations it hereby 

assumes shall survive cancellation of this Permit. Permittee 

agrees that statutory limitation periods on actions to enforce 

these obligations shall not be deemed to commence until Permittor 

discovers any such health or environmental impairment, and 

Permittee hereby knowingly and voluntarily waives the benefits of 

any shorter limitation period. 

Permittor shall have the right, but not the duty, to enter 

upon the Premises from time to time as set forth below to inspect 

the premises for environmental contamination and in the course 

thereof to conduct soil and groundwater testing. Permittor may 
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enter the Premises during regular business hours of Permittee 

without prior notice, and may enter the Premises during periods 

other than regular business hours either with prior written consent 

of Permittee or without if Permittor reasonably believes that an 

emergency exists on the Premises. Permittor shall conduct any such 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

inspections or testing so as to minimize interference with

Permi ttee I s operations. Permittor I s entry on to the Premises

pursuant to this paragraph shall not relieve the Permit tee I s

obligation to pay rent under this Permit. 

23. Compliance with Laws, Ordinances and Rules. 

Permittee agrees to comply with all laws, ordinances and

regulations of federal, state, municipal and local government

agencies as they apply to use of the Premises. 

24. Condition of Premises Inspection. 

Permittee accepts the premises in an 11AS IS CONDITION" with no

express or implied representations or warranties by Permittor as to

the physical condition or fitness or suitability for any particular

purpose, express or implied. Permittee is responsible for and has

had ample opportunity to inspect the Premises, is familiar with the

same, and has determined to its satisfaction the fitness of the 

Premises for its intended use. 
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HENNEPIN COUNTY REGIONAL 
RAILROAD AUTHORITY 

Upon proper execution, this 
agreement will be legally 
valid and binding. 

SUBURBAN HENNEPIN REGIONAL 
PARK DISTRICT 

Attorney for Suburban Hennepin 
Regional Park District 
Date: 

Approved as to execution: 

air, Board of Commissioners 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have signed this Permit 

Agreement as of 
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COUNTY OF HENNEPIN 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Jeff Spartz 

Randy Johnson 

John Keefe 

John E. Derus 

Tad Jude 

Mark Andrew 

Sams. Sivanich, Chairman 

RESOLUTION AIX)PTED JULY 25, 1989 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

ATI'EST: ~ \' L 
~T-,a-r+-~J~u~de~,-S~~rc~~re~t~a~ry=-~-----

NAY OTHER 

ABSENT 

~ . .... 
\ 

I 

\ 

· •; 

\-\ 6f>\(. \ ,\) S ·,-a RESOLUTION NO. 42-HCRRA- 89 

C,\,\ ~~ \-J~L ng resolution was offered by Cornrnissioner Keefe, 
seconded by Commissioner Spartz: 

WHEREAS, Resolution 89R-HCRRA-88 authorized staff to negotiate with 
the Chicago and NorthWestern Transportation Company (CNW) for the 
purchase of an abandoned railroad right of way together with necessary 
connections to currently owned Hennepin County Regional Railroad 
Authority (HCRRA) properties, all lying between the cities of Hopkins 
and Chaska; 

BE IT RESOLVED, That the purchase agreement with CNW for 
acquisition of the railroad right of way between Milepost 19.9 in the 
City of Hopkins and Milepost 32 in the City of Chaska, Carver County in 
the maximum amount of $2,700,000 be approved and that the Chairman is 
authorized to sign the agreement on behalf of the Authority; and that 
the Deputy Executive Director be authorized to accept the necessary 
documents to complete the transaction; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That staff is directed to pursue funding 
participation from the State of Minnesota Railbank program, State of 
Minnesota Department of Transportation, City of Eden Prairie, and Carver 
County Regional Railroad Authority to support the acquisition of the CNW 
right of way. 

The question was on the adoption of the resolution and there were 
6 YEAS and O NAYS as follows: 



HOPKIN$ TO OIASKA RIGHT OF WAY 

OIICAGO .AND NORTHWESTERN TIU\NSPORTATIOO COMPANY 

Parcel 1: Milepost 21-Milepost 32 
Length - 11 miles 
PRICE $1,750,000 

Proposed Sources of Fund: 
City of Eden Prairie 250,000 
MnDOT 250,000 
MN Rail Bank Program 750,000 
Carver County-Regional 77,000 

Railroad Authority 
HCRRA 423,000 

$1,750,000 

Parcel 2: Milepost 19.9-Milepost 21 
Length - 1.1 Miles 
PRICE $950,000 

Proposed Sources of Funds: 
MN Rail Bank Program 475,000 
HCRRA 475,000 

$950,000 

'IOTAL COST TO HCRRA $898,000 





































Cedar Lake Trail 









































Kenilworth Trail 
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